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This study aimed to identify the CBI competences of professors that teach subjects in 
English at an undergraduate English teaching program. It used an analytical-descriptive 
case study developed through focal groups, observations, surveys and tests. The study 
units were ten professors, 242 students and 23 subjects. The results suggest that most of 
the professors need opportunities to improve their CBI competences to be able to fulfill all 
the requirements that this approach have in terms of teacher development. The present 
study corroborates what literature shows in regards to the artificial separation of content 
and language objectives in traditional classes since it demonstrates how some professors 
that teach subjects in English in a teacher education program lack the necessary 
competences to consciously integrate content and language objectives. Therefore, a 
training development program should be carried out in order to improve pedagogical 
actions in the content classes taught in English. 
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The need for internationalization of the curricula of higher education 
programs requires that current and future professionals have a high level of 
English proficiency, not only in a social but in an academic and professional 
context. Due to this fact, there is a clear need for a “framework for constructing 
content based curricula that simultaneously promoted the learning of a foreign 
language” (Arizmendi, Diaz & Salazar, 2008, p.114). Parallel to this, “the first 
decade of this century witnessed both a significant change in the vision of teaching 
foreign languages as it conceived the foreign language fundamentally as a means 
of learning content, and no longer as an end in itself,...”(Gutierrez, Durán & Beltrán, 
2012, p. 48).  However, the success of these changes have to be supported by 
professors that are competent in using a Content based instruction approach (CBI) 
in their classrooms. 
It is important to clarify that there are different approaches that 
simultaneously promote the learning of content and a foreign language such as the 
traditional English for Specific Purposes (ESP), Content Based Instruction (CBI), 
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and Immersion (Tarnopolsky, 
2013). It is essential to take into account that CBI is referred to as CLIL (Content 
Language Integrated Learning) in the European academic context (Brewster, 2004; 
Larsen-Freeman, 2000). These two terms will be used indistinctly in this 
dissertation.  All of the aforementioned approaches are being researched and 
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implemented in higher education programs in foreign language contexts as it is the 
case in some universities in Colombia (Habte, 2004; Arizmendy, Diaz & Salazar, 
2008; Monsalve et al, 2007; Corrales & Maloof, 2009; Granados, 2011; Chávez, 
2013) including CBI models such as theme-based, adjunct and even the Sheltered 
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP model). However, one of the major 
concerns that researchers report in EFL contexts is the challenge of teacher 
preparation since either they lack the subject-matter knowledge or they are not 
second language specialists, and just in a few cases they are both, content and 
second language specialists; they do not have the competences to carry out a CBI 
lesson (Monsalve et al, 2007; Pessoa, et al, 2007; Arismendi, Diaz & Salazar, 
2008; Cabezuelo & Fernández, 2014). 
This research project focuses on faculty members at the pre-service English 
teaching program (Licenciatura en Educación con Énfasis en Inglés) at Fundación 
Universitaria Colombo Internacional (henceforth, Unicolombo). This lets us 
examine the needs the professors have in order to teach through a CBI model, 
more specifically, the SIOP model. Thus, the purpose of this case study is to 
identify the CBI competences of professors that teach subjects in English at the 
undergraduate English teaching program at Unicolombo in order to suggest key 
points for a future teacher development program that suits their needs.  
To this end, at first a rationale that includes the statement of the problem, 
background, research questions and objectives of the study is presented. Then the 
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theory that underlies this study is put forward. Afterwards, the methodology used in 
this project is explained and the data collection procedure is described. Having 
shown the theoretical issues and collected data, the results are analyzed and 
interpreted in order to draw conclusions of the research. Finally, some 



















1.1 Statement of the problem 
Fundación Universitaria Colombo Internacional-Unicolombo located on the 
Caribbean coast of Colombia, is one of the universities that is implementing subject 
matter classes in English in all of its academic programs as part of a bilingual 
project that is embedded in its institutional mission: Unicolombo is a higher 
education institution that is oriented to the bilingual development of professionals in 
the service of society, in the context of demanding ethical, conscious Caribbean 
cultural identity, open to universal knowledge and understanding of other cultures, 
research and innovative humanistic sense. In this sense, this type of professionals 
need to be prepared for the demands of a globalized world.  Consequently, English 
communicative competence is at the core of all Unicolombo academic programs.  
This study focuses on the Undergraduate English Teacher Education 
program. This four-year program aims at contributing to the development of 
English teachers with high communicative competence as this is described in 
Hymes, 1972; Widdowson, 1978; Canale and Swain, 1980; Canale, 1983; 
Bachman & Savignon, 1990; Bachman & Palmer, 1996, and Celce-Murcia, 2007.   
They are also characterized with attitude, knowledge and specialized skills to keep 
learning autonomously and consciously and who are also aware of the importance 
of research to improve their educational practice.  
The program initiated in 2007, called Undergraduate English Teacher Basic 
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Education program (Licenciatura en Educación Básica con Énfasis en Inglés), 
which was developed throughout 10 semesters. Since 2014, it has had some 
curricular changes as a consequence of a self-evaluation process that led to an 
improvement plan. Some of the changes were in regard to the study plan that was 
redistributed to eight semesters, and also more subjects are taught in English in 
this plan. Another important change was the inclusion of academic English 
language subjects that support the content classes. 
Regarding the English level, the students that enter their first year of the 
program are quite often true beginners, A1 according to the Common European 
Framework of Reference for Languages, CEF. Accordingly, the English learning 
process at the teacher education program offers a course in BICS “basic 
interpersonal communication skills” (Cummins, 1981) which is focused on an 
English for a General Purpose (EGP) course and a communicative approach 
methodology. Hence, the students learn to communicate in different social 
domains. The goal of this course is  that the students are able to understand the 
main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in 
work, school, leisure, etc. and deal with most situations likely to arise whilst 
travelling in an area where the language is spoken. Also produce simple connected 
text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest, and describe experiences 
and events, dreams, hopes and ambitions and briefly give reasons and 
explanations for opinions and plans” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.24; Curricular 
documents, Centro Colombo Americano) which means to take the students from 
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an A1 to a B1 and possibly a B2 level according to the Common European 
Framework, CEF level in two academic years of study (640 hours), and the 
communicative skills emphasized are listening and speaking. This phase of the 
learning process is taught to the pre-service teachers in agreement with Centro 
Cultural Colombo Americano, a binational language institute with more than fifty 
years of experience teaching English. Despite all the aforementioned, some of the 
students do not reach the desired CEF level by the end of the two-year period as 
evidenced in a study carried out by a Ministry of Education expert in 2014. 
On the other hand and in addition to the EGP courses, the program focuses 
on two approaches for subjects taught in English, traditional English for Academic 
Purposes (EAP), which highlights the cognitive academic skills, reading and 
writing, and a second one that is based on the teaching of pedagogical content in 
English. The former is taught in 64 hours each semester in weekly classes of four 
hours, and the latter in different subjects that are further explained in table 1. 
These two approaches are taught simultaneously after the first academic year of 
the EGP. The implementation of this model has been refined through the design of 
methodology that combines a CBI Adjunct model (Brinton & Jensen, 2002) for the 
team teaching of the EAP subjects and the Subject-matter classes. The former 
emphasizes the teaching of language with the use of texts of the latter that focuses 
on content rather than in language. Besides the desired implementation of an 
adjunct model to link the EAP and mainstream classes, a SIOP model (Short 
&Echavarria, 1999) is considered in the methodology to prepare, deliver and 
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assess lessons as a good teaching practice model. 
The program is still at a process of transition in regards to the curricular 
changes. This means that the implementation of these changes is being carried out 
in the first four semesters. The last semesters still correspond to the previous study 
plan. For the purpose of this project, we make emphasis on the first semesters 
where some CBI classes are being piloted. Nonetheless, some information is taken 
from the previous study plan. 
In order to have a clearer vision of the subjects taught in English at the 
Teacher Education program the following table is shown. 
Table1.  
Subjects taught in English at the undergraduate English teaching program  
 
Semester Subjects Hours per semester  Emphasis 
II Communication I 64 Language 
III Communication II 64 Language 
IV Communication III 64 Language 
IV History of LanguageTeaching 48 Content 
IV ResearchMethodology I 48 Content 
V Communication IV 64 Language 
V Current Approaches to Language 
Teaching 
48 Content 
V Second Language Acquisition I 48 Content 
V  Phonetics and Phonology 48 Content 
V Research Methodology II 48 Content 
VI Communication V 64 Language 
VI Teaching English to Children 48 Content 
VI Second Language Assessment 
Workshop 
48 Content 
VI Second Language Acquisition II 48 Content 
VI Sociolinguistics 48 Content 
VI Internship I 48 Content 
VII Teaching English to Young adults 
and Adults 
48 Content 
VII Material design 48 Content 
VII Academic Writing Workshop 64 Language 
VII Pragmatic and Discourse Analysis 48 Content 
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VII Internship II 48 Content 
VIII Technologies Mediating Learning 48 Content 
VIII Internship III 48 Content 
 
These curricular changes were originated due to a self-evaluation process 
that drew conclusions such as the difficulty of students to keep up with the work in 
the subject-matter classes. One of the issues is that the previous plan had no EAP 
subjects that served as a bridge that linked the EGP course and the Subjects 
taught in English. Additionally, in a government study whose purpose was to help 
English teaching undergraduate programs around Colombia to reach high levels of 
quality, and in which Unicolombo education program was part of, the expert could 
witness through classroom observations that the professors of the subject-matter 
classes at Unicolombo focused on the content rather than the language, according 
to the report presented by the expert from MEN. However, as mentioned before, 
these students are still struggling to reach a desired level of language, minimum B2 
when they finish the undergraduate program. Then, these students should learn 
the content and the language simultaneously. But is the Unicolombo program 
faculty prepared to integrate the teaching of language and content through a CBI 
approach? Are these professors competent to teach classes using a CBI 
approach? and if they are not, what is needed to help them acquire these 
competences?  
The studies presented by the expert of the MEN evidenced that most of the 
professors had not reached a desired pedagogical knowledge according to the 
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TKT test (Teaching Knowledge Test). Most of the faculty reached the band three in 
the TKT modules even though professors in an education program should all reach 
the band 4 as a desired level. The professors were tested in the knowledge of the 
terms and concepts of English language teaching. It focuses on the factors 
underpinning the learning of English, the knowledge and skills to plan a lesson, 
assessment, knowledge of what happens in the classroom and classroom 
management. Although these results picture the knowledge and skills of the 
faculty, they were presented two years before the present study and they do not 
depict the knowledge and skills of the professors in CLIL/CBI. 
The professors were also examined by the expert in their language 
proficiency through the OOPT (Online Oxford Placement Test). Some of the 
professors did not reach a C level according to the CEF (Common European 
Framework). The desired level for a second language professor is C1/C2 level thus 
this also evidenced that professors needed to improve their language proficiency. 
However, these results were yielded two years before the previous study. 
Therefore, new studies should be carried out in order to know the current situation 
of the faculty in order to find out whether they are prepared  in terms of language 
proficiency to teach through a CBI approach in the undergraduate teachers 
education program. 
The purpose of this case study is to diagnose CBI competences professors 
have at the undergraduate English teaching education program at Unicolombo so 
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they are able to contribute to the development of the pedagogy and improvement 
of the foreign language of pre-service teachers through a sound content based 
language teaching methodology.Thus the relevance of this study lies in the fact 
that it helps in-service professors and program administrators to identify the 
competences they lack and need to carry out a CBI program that could be 
nationwide example of good practices. The study also seeks to be the first step of 
a macro-project that intends to serve as a  pilot research that might be replicated at 
the other Unicolombo programs that also have subject-matter  classes in English. 
For this reason, we decided to perform this study which focuses on the 
undergraduate English teaching faculty as a starting point to develop a consistent 
and ongoing teacher development program that ensure the quality of professors to 
carry out a CBI approach. 
1.2. Research questions 
In order to diagnose the professors CBI competences to help students to 
simultaneously improve content and language at Unicolombo, the research 
question guiding this project is: 
1.2.1 Main Question  
What CBI competences do professors need for teaching language and 
content and the integration of both in class at the undergraduate English teaching 
education program at Unicolombo? 
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In order to provide a structured response to the main question of this 
project, the following specific questions are asked: 
1.2.2 Sub-questions 
● What is the English proficiency level of the professors that teach subjects in 
English at the undergraduate English teaching education program at 
Unicolombo? 
● What CBI methodological competences do the faculty lack and need in 
order to be able to teach through a CBI approach at the undergraduate 
English teaching education program at Unicolombo? 
1.3 Objectives 
1.3.1 General objective 
To diagnose the professors’ CBI competences in teaching language and 
content and the integration of both in class at the undergraduate English teaching 
education program at Unicolombo. 
1.3.2 Specific objectives 
● To describe the English proficiency level of the professors that teach 
subjects in English at the undergraduate English teaching education 
program at Unicolombo.  
● To characterize the CBI methodological competences that the professors 
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need to teach subjects in English at the undergraduate English teaching 






















2. Theoretical Framework 
In this chapter the relevant literature to this dissertation is presented. We 
first introduce content-based instruction in order to have a broad idea of what this 
approach is. For this purpose, content-based instruction is defined, characterized 
and some features are presented. Secondly, the different models of CBI are briefly 
described. These models may help us understand how CBI might be implemented 
at the pre-service teacher education program at Unicolombo.  Special attention is 
paid to the sheltered instruction observation protocol (SIOP) as an exemplary 
model of good practices in content-based courses. Finally, there is a revision of the 
literature concerning the competences that EFL teachers and more specifically 
CBI/CLIL teachers should have in order to successfully teach content based 
language classes.  
2.1 Introduction to content-based instruction 
Content based instruction methodology has proven to be successful for the 
target language and content learning in different settings (Marani, 1998; Crandall, 
1993; Snow, Met & Genesee, 1989; Stoller, 2004), and in the last decades, 
content-based language education has become more and more popular in higher 
education. (Snow, Met & Genesee, 1989; Crandall & Kauffman, 2002) since “the 
learning place is no longer just in a local institution; it is in the global village” 
(Griffin, 1999, p.3) and there is a need for the internalization of the curricula. 
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To deeply describe the Content based language teaching features it is 
important to previously clarify that there are various definitions of CBI and CLIL and 
for the purpose of this study, both approaches, as previously mentioned , refer to 
the same methodology since both of them integrate the teaching/learning of a 
target language and a subject-matter simultaneously. Therefore, different 
definitions of CBI and CLIL are considered below. 
2.1.1 Definition 
According to Brinton and Wesche (1989, cited in Marani, 1998, p. 5) CBI is 
“the integration of a specific content with language teaching objectives”. Stoller 
(2002, cited in Pessoa et al., 2007) indicates that CBI is “language as a medium for 
learning content and content as a resource for learning and improving language”(p. 
103). This means that both language and content learning have to be fostered in 
the CBI classroom. In the same direction, Dalton-puffer (2011) states that “CLIL 
can be described as an educational approach where curricular content is taught 
through the medium of a foreign language, typically to students participating in 
some form of mainstream education at the primary, secondary, or tertiary level.” To 
sum up, these definitions of CBI show that language and content should be 
integrated in order to support “its dual commitment to language- and content-
learning objectives” (Stoller, 2004, p. 261). 
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2.1.2 Features of Content Based Instruction 
CBI differs from other approaches to language teaching because unlike 
traditional methods, its focus is on the learning of content through a target 
language (Marani, 1998). This content is tied to the language learning whereas in 
traditional courses there may not be a logical link between tasks (Marani, 1998). 
This distinction is one of the features that characterize content based approaches 
to language learning. Accordingly, Brinton, Snow and Wesche (1993, cited in 
Stryker & Leaver, 1997) propose that CBI intends to avoid the separation of 
content and language which is not natural in real contexts and it is present in most 
of traditional classes.  
Also, Dueñas (2004) claims that “CBI cannot be conceptualized as a fixed 
immovable method; quite contrarily, it is commonly perceived as a flexible 
operational framework for language instruction, with heterogeneity of prototype 
models and application options available for different contexts and pedagogical 
needs” (p.75). This flexibility is a challenge for teachers that have to adapt their 
classes to the particularities of the context. “In light of this situation, teacher 
trainers might well wonder what is the most effective and expeditious way to 
proceed in preparing college faculty for content based teaching” (Sagliano, Stewart 
& Sagliano, 1998, p.37). 
Another characteristic is that the organization of content-based courses is 
derived from the subject-matter and not from topics or grammar structures. (Stryker 
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& Leaver, 1997). In this sense, the focus of instruction is on meaning rather than 
on form. (Krashen, 1985; Savignon, 1983).Therefore, professors have to view 
language as a means and not as an end in itself. 
Authentic material is used in CBI. However, this is not exclusive but it should 
be as usual as possible (Dueñas, 2004). This material fosters cultural awareness in 
learners and it is also motivating since it is meaningful and derived from relevant 
content for students. Also, “the information that is embedded in context allows 
English learners to understand and complete more cognitively demanding tasks” 
(Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013, p.39). Selecting this authentic material is a 
challenge for instructors since it is not an easy task and it might also be time 
consuming. 
Teachers in CBI classes have to help students understand content. As a 
consequence, they have to shelter (make the material understandable) the texts 
the students are exposed to. However, this adaptation must keep the content 
concepts intact (Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013). In this sense, Dupuy (2000) 
claims that the content-based class is a language class where every effort is made 
to ensure that subject-matter is comprehensible to students. 
In addition to making content comprehensible for students, teachers in  
content based language teaching support students through scaffolding that is the 
process by which experts (teachers) help novices(students) to accomplish an 
objective and look for solutions that  students could not find on their own. (Wood, 
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Bruner & Ross, 1976). As a consequence, the students gradually take 
responsibility of their own learning. Thus, according to Brown (2008, cited in 
Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013, p.121) teachers consciously scaffold information 
and lead to students’ independence when: 
● Emphasize the role of personal choice, effort, and persistence in enacting 
learning strategies; 
● Motivate students’ strategy use by showing how applying strategies 
improves comprehension and learning; 
● Highlight the vital role of prior knowledge activation and connection in 
learning; 
● Explain the benefits of strategy use in general and the value of using 
specific strategies; 
● Mentally model(e.g., think-aloud) to make thinking transparent to students; 
● Provide guided and independent practice so that students learn to use 
strategies when cued by a diverse array of goals, needs, task demands, and 
texts; 
● Promote independent strategy use by gradually shifting responsibility for 
strategy application to students. 
 
Many experiences have highlighted the benefits of learning through the use 
of a content based methodology; students have increased their motivation and 
language proficiency (Kasper, 1995; Leaver, 1997; Stryker & Leaver, 1997). 
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Grabeand Stoller (1997) claim that “motivation, positive attributions and interest are 
critical factors which support student success with challenging informational 
activities and which help them learn complex skills”(p. 12). One of the reasons of 
these benefits is that the language is acquired through a natural process because it 
is presented in a meaningful way and in contexts that are relevant for students. 
Thus, teachers are challenged to present topics to students through texts and 
situations that trigger their motivation.  
CBI promotes higher order thinking to challenge students intellectually. 
Therefore, teachers should provide activities that promote critical thinking. 
(Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013). This implies that teachers that enhance critical 
thinking will assist their students when acquiring academic language. Based on 
this, learning strategies play an important role in CBI classes because students 
organize and summarize information and ask questions for clarification. (Chamot& 
O’Malley, 1986; Oxford, 1990). 
2.2 Models of content-based instruction 
Content based instruction has been applied in different contexts  and 
educational settings (Dueñas, 2004) .This section aims at presenting the most 
common CBI models in higher education since this level is the focus of the present 
study. These models are Theme-based, Adjunct and SIOP model. 
30"
"
2.2.1 Theme- based model 
Brinton, Snow and Wesche (1989) suggest this model as a kind of content 
based instruction that is basically language oriented. This model is considered one 
of the weakest forms of CBI since “language aims are usually more important than 
the content learning objectives” (Dueñas, 2004, p.4). According to Brinton, Snow 
and Wesche (1989) theme-based courses integrate the four communicative skills 
and are organized around topics or themes for professional purposes.   
Theme-based is useful at all proficiency levels and ages. However, it is with 
adults that could have a better impact in their motivation because they might share 
the same areas of interests. This model aims at helping students to cope with the 
demand of texts that are cognitively challenging (Banegas, 2011). 
The instructor is a language teacher that is responsible for the teaching of 
language and content. This teacher works independently from the rest of the 
faculty. This characteristic makes this instructional model easy for its 
implementation. 
The content is organized around a variety of topics or a major topic that are 
unrelated (e.g. communication, transportation, etc). These topics have to be 
meaningful and relevant to students. Furthermore, In Theme based courses 
teachers use a variety of text types and genres as well as all the communicative 
skills, and everything is organized to suit the learners’ needs. This model is used in 
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pilot courses in the classes of Communication I and Communication II in the 
context of this study. 
2.2.2 Adjunct courses 
This model is a sophisticated way to integrate two classes that share 
content but the emphasis of each of them differs in that one focuses on the content 
and the other in the language (Flowerdew, 1993; Dueñas, 2004). Adjunct or linked 
courses are still language oriented in the sense that the adjunct course serves as a 
“mediating tool” (Vygotsky, 1978) to help students to overcome difficulties 
understanding the content in mainstream classes (Dueñas, 2004; Tarnopolsky, 
2013). 
One of the major drawbacks of Adjunct courses is that there must be 
coordination of the instructors and the curricula to be able to integrate the content, 
texts and even strategies in both classes. In the education program at Unicolombo,  
a first attempt to integrate content classes (e.g. History of Language Teaching, 
Research I) with academic language classes (e.g. Communication I-II) has been 
done in the new study plan in the program. Thus, some professors are already 
trying out to mutually collaborate to plan their classes in conjunction.  
2.2.3 Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP model) 
The SIOP model is a research-based model of sheltered instruction that 
originated from the SIOP instrument that was developed by Echevarria and Short 
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(1999) at the Center for Research on Education,Diversity, and Excellence as a way 
to observe the best practices of teaching content in school districts in the U.S.A. 
This instructional model is based on eight components and a 30-item framework 
for teaching language and content effectively (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 
2008;Short &Echevarria, 1999).  The eight components and 30 features are: 
Table 2. 
Components and features of SIOP model 
 
Lesson Preparation Building Background Comprehensible Input Strategies 
Clearly define content objectives 




Adaptation of content 
Meaningful activities 
Concepts explicitly linked to 
students’ background 
experiences 
Links explicitly made between 
past learning and new concepts 
Key vocabulary emphasized 
 
Speech appropriate for 
students’ proficiency level 
Clear explanation of academic 
tasks 
A variety of techniques used 
to make content concepts 
clear 
Use of learning strategies 
Use of scaffolding 
techniques 
A variety of questions that 
promote higher-order 
thinking 
Interaction Practice & Application Lesson Delivery Review & Assessment 
Frequent opportunities for 
interaction 
Grouping interaction support 
language and content objectives 
Sufficient wait time for student 
responses 
Ample opportunities for students  
to clarify key concepts in L1 
Hands-on materials and /or 
manipulatives 
Activities to apply content and 
language knowledge 
Activities integrate all language 
skills 
 
Content objectives clearly 
supported 
Language objectives clearly 
supported 
Students engaged 90%-100% 
Appropriate pacing of the 
lesson 
Review of key vocabulary 








This sheltered model “provides teaching ideas for each of the model’s eight 
components, suggests ways to differentiate instruction in multi-level classrooms, 
and demonstrates through lesson scenarios how the model can be implemented 
across grades and subject areas”(Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008, p.13).  
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SIOP has also been used in higher education EFL settings (see, Chavez, 
2013). This CBI model has been used in the pilot courses at Unicolombo to help 
teachers structure effective lessons to teach subject-matter classes in English.   
Consequently, the preparation of teachers is a key factor to implement the 
different CBI models. With this in mind, the next section gives a description of the 
ideal competences and teacher development programs for EFL teachers and 
CBI/CLIL instructors, especially in higher education. 
2.3 Professional Development for language teachers 
Language teaching professionals require to continually improve their 
competences in a variety of fields: Knowledge, skills and attitudes are three 
important dimensions. For Richards (2010), the most important dimensions that 
foreign and second language teachers should have are as follow:  the language 
proficiency factor; the role of content knowledge; teaching skills; contextual 
knowledge; the language teacher’s identity; learner-focused teaching, pedagogical 
reasoning skills,theorizing from practice, membership of a community of practice 
and professionalism. It is evident that the dimensions mentioned by Richards could 
be divided in language/ content knowledge and pedagogical skills and reflection. 
The other dimensions such as professionalism and community of practice could be 
identified like personal ones that are mainly obtained through autonomy and 
involvement in teaching academic groups. Richards (2012, p.10) explains the 
following core components for language teacher knowledge: 
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Table 3.  
Components for teacher knowledge 
 







understanding of the 















knowledge of the 
learners, including 








purposes, and to 












reflect on and 




In the same direction, Fandiño (2013) affirms that EFL teachers face 
different challenges in terms of language proficiency, teaching in diverse contexts, 
belonging to academic communities a doing classroom based research. 
In regards to the language proficiency factor that is fundamental for EFL 
teachers and it is even more important when these teachers use the foreign 
language to teach subject-matter classes. Pavesi, Bertocchi, Hofmannova and 
Kazianka (2001, p.87) state that “CLIL teachers should have a good command of 
the foreign language that is to be the means of instruction. Good knowledge of the 
first language of the learners is however advantageous as teachers must fully 
appreciate the learners’ language difficulties”.  In this sense, Richards (2010, p.3) 
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outlines that some of the abilities regarding the language proficiency that teachers 
need include: 
● To comprehend texts accurately 
● To provide good language models 
●  To maintain use of the target language in the classroom 
●  To maintain fluent use of the target language 
●  To give explanations and instructions in the target language 
●  To provide examples of words and grammatical structures and give 
accurate explanations (e.g., of vocabulary and language points) 
● To use appropriate classroom language 
●  To select target-language resources (e.g., newspapers, magazines, the 
Internet) 
●  To monitor his or her own speech and writing for accuracy 
●  To give correct feedback on learner language 
●  To provide input at an appropriate level of difficulty 
●  To provide language-enrichment experiences for learners 
 
Consequently, EFL  teachers need these abilities to teach a lesson 
effectively. Richards (2010) also claims that teachers that are native speakers 
need to pay special attention to the following dimensions of teaching: 
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● To be able to monitor one’s language use in order to provide suitable 
learning input 
●  To avoid unnecessary colloquialisms and idiomatic usage 
●  To provide a model of spoken English appropriate for students learning 
English as an international language 
●  To provide language input at an appropriate level for learner 
 
In Europe, the study of competences for CLIL teachers are summarized in 




Table  4. 











Most of the competencies highlighted in these three CLIL documents 
coincide with the competences that are found in CBI papers and in the SIOP 
model. Darling-Hammond (1998 cited in Short and Echavarria, 1999) summarize 
some features that all CBI teacher should have: 
● Teachers need to understand the subject matter deeply and flexibly. 
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● Teachers need to know about learning (teaching strategies, decision-
making strategies about the content to cover and the best way to do 
so, assessment strategies, language acquisition theory). 
● Teachers need to know about curriculum resources and 
technologies. 
● Teachers need to know about collaboration, their collaboration with 
other teachers, students collaborating together, and collaboration 
with parents. 
● Teachers need to be able to analyze and reflect on their practice, to 
assess the effects of their teaching, and to refine and improve their 
instruction. 
 
To sum up the Ideal CBI professor should develop competences in the 
following: 
Table  5. 
Components of the ideal CBI/CLIL professor competences (Present study author’s 
summary of key documents) 
 
Language Factor CBI/CLIL theory Cognitive 
development 
Integration of 
language and content 
Lesson plan and 
Delivery 
Level C1/C2 CEF 
Comprehend academic 
texts 
Maintain use of target 
language in class 
Appropriate use of BICS 
and CALP 
Knowledge of background 
origin 
Knowledge of definition of 
CLIL 
Knowledge of features of 
CBI/CLIL 






Reflect on their 
actions and 
practices 






vocabulary for content 
and language 
Use of interactive 
methodology 
Use inductive teaching 
of grammar 





Use of research of CBI/CLIL 
Interaction Strategies Use of Materials Review & Assessment Teacher 
Collaboration 
Foster interactive classes 
Offer ample opportunities 
for students to participate 
Use different grouping 
configuration 
Use and promotion of 
learning strategies 
Use of scaffolding 
techniques 
Ask questions to promote 







Use of ICTs 
Give feedback on 
content and language 






 Belong to 
communities of 
practice 
Willingness to work 
collaboratively  
 
Using a variety of documents that highlight the competences of EFL and CBI 
teachers in Europe and America, we developed a grounded theory interrelating 
variables (or categories) of ideal CBI competences that are used to serve as 
fundamental base to know what competences professors that teach content in 
English at Unicolombo need.  In addition, the theory was a light to choose the most 
suitable instruments to collect data for the diagnosis of the present study. 
Moreover, we compared the results with findings from other studies on 
competences and development programs. The research of the literature suggests 
that there are diverse perspectives on the teachers’ competences. However, there 
are some coincident key competences that can be contrasted with our results.  
In this respect the next section discusses the methodology used to carry out 





The goal of this chapter is to present a description of the research approach, 
participants, data collection techniques and instruments, specific procedures taken 
during this research study and limitations of the study. 
3.1 Paradigms 
Research is an organized and systematic way of finding answers to 
questions.  Traditionally, there have been two paradigms used in research-
qualitative and quantitative research. Qualitative research is primarily exploratory 
research and aims to study social problems from individuals or groups in their 
natural settings being the qualitative researcher subjective and relative. On the 
other hand, quantitative research is used to quantify the problem; an outside and 
objective researcher attempts to determine the relation between variables in a 
singular and definable reality using a predefined hypothesis, formal and controlled 
data-collection techniques with the goal of finding facts and presenting results in 
terms of numerical descriptions (Seliger & Shohamy, 2001; Nunan, 1992).  
There are several characteristics of qualitative research to be mentioned. As 
this type of research studies behaviors of the participants in natural settings, it 
does not try to pretend artificial situations or control variables. It focuses on a small 
number of participants, groups or settings rather than making broad 




Creswell (2012) claims for the need to incorporate complex reasoning 
between inductive and deductive when collecting data of participants in this type of 
studies. He notes that the analysis is based on a wide range of features, instead of 
a single feature as it can be found in experimental research. Seliger and Shohamy 
(2001) suggest that in qualitative methods the behavior of the subjects must not be 
affected or manipulated; human behavior is inquired and described yet.  Lastly, 
qualitative research uses quantification when appropriate in a way to code 
qualitative data to be statistically analyzed (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 
Qualitative research has become increasingly important for social sciences 
such as education, most commonly used in the field of L2 education.  Accordingly, 
research in L2 education is still very new and continues to evolve. It was in the 
1950s-60s when second language research became an effective tool for studying 
the teaching-learning process as a way to demonstrate the suitability of one 
language approach over another (Seliger & Shohamy, 2001).  
Having described the main characteristics of qualitative inquiry and how it 
differs from quantitative research, it is necessary to make a decision upon which of 
these two approaches best help us achieve the objectives in our study. Following 
we explain the main criteria used to select the approach that best suits the focus of 
this investigation.  We feel a need to carry out this research from a perspective that 
enables us to obtain rich, descriptive information to analyze what happens in 
content classes and what the practices of professors are when teaching those 
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classes. Thus, qualitative inquiry enables us to obtain comprehensive and 
expository data about what actually happens in the teaching-learning process of 
the subject-matters in the undergraduate English teaching program at Unicolombo 
and allows the identification of competences that professors have and need to 
have to teach through a CBI approach. Therefore, we have decided upon 
qualitative rather than quantitative research for the purpose of our study design.  
 By conducting a qualitative study, we are able to collect the kind of data 
that is not easily represented by numbers. Namely, professors’ experiences, 
students’ perceptions of the teaching-learning process, observational data, to 
name a few. This kind of data is best analyzed and presented in textual form, 
rather than reducing it to statistical analyses.  
3.2 Type of study 
 
Qualitative inquiry uses a variety of methods to have different perspectives 
of a complex social phenomenon. Richards (2003) presents seven types of design 
options relevant to language research: ethnography, grounded theory, 
phenomenology, case study, life history, action research, and conversation 
analysis.  
This study uses an analytical-descriptive case study as a research strategy.  
Case study is one of the several forms of social science research. A case study 
can be considered a methodology, strategy of inquiry, or research method. “As one 
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of important research methods, case study research has been used for many years 
across a variety of disciplines” (Qi, 2009, p.21).   
Case study can be defined in a variety of ways. Nisbet and Watt (1984) 
define it as “a specific instance that is frequently designed to illustrate a more 
general principle” (p.72). Adelman et al. (1980) exemplify instance as a student, a 
class, a school, a community that is studied in action. In other words, “a researcher 
may select an instance from the class of objects and phenomena one is 
investigating and investigates the way this instance functions in context” (Cohen et 
al., 2007, p.81).   
Case study is differentiated from other research methods because its focus 
is in a case; “research lies in delimiting the object of study: the case” (Merriam, 
1998, p. 27). Yin (1994) views it as “an empirical inquiry that investigates a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries 
between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident; and in which multiple 
sources of evidence are used” (p.23). More recently, Cresswell (2007) defined it as 
“a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a bounded system (case) 
or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time through detailed, in -depth data 
collection involving multiple sources of information” (p.73).  
To sum up, a case study, involves the study of an issue through specific 
cases. In case studies, emphasis is placed on the exploration and description; they 
offer the researcher “an insight into the real dynamics of situations and people” 
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(Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p. 258). An important point to highlight is the 
extent to which the perceptions obtained in this type of study can be applied to 
other cases (Nunan, 1992). 
Having established what a case study is, we can outline some important 
features of case study. This research method allows an in-depth understanding of 
the case/cases in their context. “Case studies observe effects in real contexts, 
recognizing that context is a powerful determinant of both cause and effects” 
(Cohen et al., 2000, p.181). Moreover, it highlights specific events relevant to the 
case and provides a rich description of them. It focuses on an individual participant 
or group of participants. Here, the researcher is actively involved in the case.  
Our choice on the type of study depends in large part on our research 
questions. Case study research will be relevant to help explain some present 
circumstances of the subjects that are taught in English at the undergraduate 
English teaching program and of the CBI competences needed by the professors 
who teach them. We also believe that a case study design is the most suitable for 
gathering data on our research objectives and contributes to the description of the 
particular phenomenon. It helps increase our understanding of the issues involved 
in our context. 
 Since our study uses an analytical-descriptive case study as a research 
strategy, it is essential to collect information from different sources.  The data 
collection in case study is commonly extensive. Yin (2003), suggests six types of 
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information to collect: documents, archival records, interviews, direct observations, 
participant-observations, and physical artifacts. Some of these are used in our 
study and contribute to provide a detailed description of the case and then to focus 
on key issues of analysis, as well to an interpretation of the results.  
3.3 Description of units of analysis 
3.3.1 Professors 
 This case study involves seven professors that teach content subjects in 
the undergraduate English teaching program at Unicolombo (See Table 5.).  All of 
them are Colombian except for one who is a native speaker.  
Table 6.  
UNICOLOMBO professors’ data 
 
Professors Bachelor’s degree Postgraduate study 
Professor 1 Language Arts in English Teaching  Diploma Course in English Teaching 
Candidate to Master in English Teaching  
Professor 2 Psychology Diploma Course in English Teaching 
Professor 3 Language Arts in English Teaching Master in English Teaching as a Foreign 
Language 
Professor 4 Language Arts in English and French 
Teaching 
Diploma Course in English Teaching 
Professor 5 Sociology Candidate to Master in Sociocultural Studies 
Professor 6 Language Arts in English Teaching Diploma Course in English Teaching 





This research focuses on the undergraduate English teaching program 
students from second to tenth semester, 605 in total. This population was chosen 
since these students attend subject-matter classes in English. The participants in 
the survey conducted were 242 students. 
3.3.3 Content subjects 
There are 23 subjects taught in English, from which eight classes were 
observed. The classes observed were: Communication I, Communication II, 
Communication III, History of Language teaching, The Nature of Language II, The 
Nature of Language III, The Nature of Language V and Didactics I. Some of these 
classes are language oriented (Communication I,II and III) however, the oral and 
written texts that are used in the classes are taken from the classes that are 
content oriented that were also observed. Some of these classes are also from the 
previous curricular plan.  
3.4 Description of data collection procedures 
This section of the chapter discusses the specific data collection techniques 
and instruments that we used in this study.  In qualitative types of research where 
a unit is studied in its natural context, information is often gathered by different 
techniques of data collection. The use of more than one source of data guarantees 
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the process of triangulation and the viewpoints from different perspectives and 
sources.   
The procedures and instruments for data collection should suit the research 
design.  “The use of a case study database, in the form of notes, documents, 
tabular materials, and narratives, enables the researcher to organize and maintain 
raw data, and it increases the reliability of the case study” (Brown, 2008, p.4 ). As 
stated by (Merriam, 1988, p. 16), “case studies are particularistic, descriptive, and 
heuristic and rely heavily on inductive reasoning in handling multiple data sources”.  
Having chosen the qualitative paradigm and the case study method, the 
most appropriate techniques according to the objectives of our research study are 
the following: focus group interviews, class observations, tests and surveys. Next, 
we describe each selected data source along with the rationale behind the choice 
and application of each. 
3.4.1 Focus group interviewing 
The technique consists on interviewing a group of participants that are 
generally seven to ten people that share certain characteristics that are relevant to 
the problem of the study (Marshall & Rossman, 1995). The composition of the 
groups should ensure the participation of all the members. The person who asks 
the questions is the interviewer or moderator and should have training in 
conducting this type of interview to obtain accurate information.  
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Morgan (1997) suggests that the topic chosen for discussion has to be one 
that all participants know, thus they are able to say something about it. He adds 
that homogeneity has to be in participants’ backgrounds and not in attitudes, in 
order to have different perspectives to be examined between the groups.  “The 
trick is to promote the participants’ self-disclosure through the creation of a 
permissive environment” (Marshall & Rossman, 1995, p. 84) 
One of the main advantages of this technique is that it is socially oriented, 
allowing the study of participants in natural settings and the analysis from the 
different perspectives that could be examined between the groups.  The researcher 
observes a large amount of discussion on a topic in a limited period of time. 
Additionally, focus groups make it easier to conduct less structured interviews. 
However, if all the participants have the same perspectives on a topic, this can 
lead to worthless debates.  
A disadvantage of this technique is that the interviewer has less control of 
the discussion than if it were and individual one (Marshall & Rossman, 1995). Also, 
the differences that could exist among the participants can affect their participation. 
Sex differences, social background and lifestyle are factors affecting the 
participations. “Participants must feel able to talk to each other, and wide gaps in 
social background or lifestyle can defeat this requirement” (Morgan, 1997, p. 7).  
We chose to use focus group interviewing because it allows us to know in a 
direct way about the professors’ views and perceptions of CBI as an approach to 
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teach subject-matters and about the approaches and methodology they currently 
use in their classes. That is why a focus group was conducted at the beginning of 
the study with a group of seven teachers of the program that teach content 
subjects. Seven questions were asked in a form of interview (See Appendix A). 
The interviewer, which was one of the researchers, asked the questions while the 
other two researchers participated in the discussion of the interviewing session.  
Furthermore, in order to get to know students’ perceptions about their 
learning process with subjects in English, a focus group was conducted the same 
day with a group of 10 students of the program from different semesters. Five 
questions were asked during the discussion (See Appendix A). Both focus group 
were conducted in Spanish and recorded for further analysis. It was fundamental 
for us to gather data of both, students’ and professors’ perceptions in this process 
for further analysis in our study.  
3.4.2 Observations 
They are a research technique commonly used by the researchers to collect 
data that support the research purpose (Kothari, 2004). When using observation, 
the observer can assume different positions. The observer may take five stances: a 
complete participant, participant as observer, observer as participant, complete 
observer and a collaborative partner, where the researcher and participant are 
complete partners in the inquiry process (Merriam, 1988). Observations can be 
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carried out by the teachers themselves, colleagues, students or by outside 
observers. 
Observations allow the researcher approach the subject to better 
understand behaviours and interactions among the participants. DeWalt and 
DeWalt (1998) believe that "the goal for design of research using participant 
observation as a method is to develop a holistic understanding of the phenomena 
under study that is as objective and accurate as possible given the limitations of 
the method" (p.92). Moreover, Marshall and Rossman (1995) note that 
“observation entails the systematic noting and recording of events, behaviors, and 
artifacts (objects) in the social setting chosen for study” (p. 79).   
Data from observations is usually collected through checklists; but 
sometimes it is used without a questionnaire or other instruments. In descriptive 
observation, the researcher defined the focus in advance and defined the 
instruments that will be used to record data from the observation process. 
Observational schedule, a checklist or evaluation sheets are some observational 
tools to be used (Wallace, 1998; Seliger & Shohamy, 2001). 
While using this technique, the researcher has to be clear on what to 
observe, how she/he is going to record data from the observation and to what 
extent is the observation accurate. Depending on the characteristics of the 
observation, it can be a structured observation, or an unstructured observation. In 
structured observations a careful definition of the units to be observed is 
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established previously; also the style of recording data collected implies the use of 
standardized conditions. Though, unstructured observation happens without 
considering these characteristics in advance (Kothari, 2004).  Besides, Kothari 
(2004) exposes the participant and non-participant types of observation in the area 
of social research. He notes that the difference depends upon the researcher 
sharing or not his life with the participants or the group he/she is observing. If the 
observer is a member of the observed group, it will be a participant observation. 
But, if the observer observes “ as a detached emissary without any attempt on his 
part to experience through participation what others feel, the observation of this 
type is often termed as non-participant observation” (Kothari, 2004, p. 96). Lastly, 
Kothari presents the distinguished type of observation as that the observer does 
without being noticed by the observed group.  
There are several advantages of using observation over other methods of 
data collection. These include that it affords access to culture; it allows for richly 
detailed description of behaviors, intentions, situations, and events as understood 
by one or more informants; and it provides opportunities for viewing or participating 
in unscheduled events (de Munck & Sobo, 1998).  
The quality of observation depends upon the ability of the researcher to 
observe, document and interpret what has been observed. Schensul, Schensul, 
and LeCompte (1999) note as a disadvantage that observation is filtered through 
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one's interpretive frames and that "the most accurate observations are shaped by 
formative theoretical frameworks and scrupulous attention to detail" (p.95).  
We chose to use structured observations since they allow gathering data 
directly as the teaching/learning activity takes place. SIOP observational checklist 
was used to do the observations. This checklist was chosen in advance since it 
puts together the main practices that a CBI teacher should follow while working 
under a CBI approach. Also, classes observed were recorded for further revision.  
This technique enables us to see in detail how professors deal with CBI 
methodology during the instruction and the practices they carried out during it. 
Additionally, we looked at learners’ performance as they interacted with content 
and language in the subject-matters. The researchers observed 12 classes that are 
all taught in English in a programed period of two weeks. An observational 
schedule was organized in order to have a balance between classes observed 
from the previous program and from the new program. (See Appendix B). 
Observers were the same three researchers in this study and a graduate student of 
the program who is member of a student's research group of the University that 
supports different research processes in the program. There were four observers in 
total for the class observations.  
Due to different circumstances with the classes during the two weeks 
schedule, some teachers were not observed and a new week for observations was 
programed afterwards. As teachers were not informed about the observation 
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schedule, some of them have planned different activities with their students, such 
as sessions for students’ work revisions. Teacher 7 could not be observed in the 
end.  
SIOP observation checklist was chosen to record the practices of the 
professors during the class. Results of the observation are reported using the  five-
point scale from 0 to 4 provided by the instrument, being zero the lowest score and 
four the maximum Also, there is a space for comments to write and clarify specific 
actions that occur during the class. Check for a sample of the instrument applied to 
professors in Appendix C.  This instrument permits us to verify what competences 
that Unicolombo professors of the undergraduate teacher program already have 
and point out other competences that need development.  
3.4.3 Standardized tests 
This is a technique used to get information regarding specific ability of 
people through different types of questions. Standardized testing means that a test 
is “administered and scored in a predetermined, standard manner” (Popham, 1999, 
p. 43). In this type of tests, all the questions, instructions and scoring are the same 
for all the test takers; they take the test in the same conditions and at the same 
time. Therefore, results can be attributed to student performance and not to 
differences in the administration or form of the test (Wilde, 2004).  
All standardized tests must meet standards for reliability, validity, and lack of 
bias. Reliability means that the test is so internally consistent that a student could 
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take it repeatedly and get approximately the same score; validity means that the 
test measures accurately what it is intended to measure. Tests must be unbiased, 
that is, students must not be at a disadvantage no matter what ethnic or social 
group they belong to (Zucker, 2003; Bracey, 2002; Joint Committee on Testing 
Practices, 2004).   
There are multiple advantages of these types of tests. They are practical 
and easy to administer. They allow educators compare scores and performance of 
the individuals or group of individuals that take it.  Since standardizing testing 
results are quantifiable, educators can identify proficiency levels of students more 
easily. A disadvantage could be that most items in the tests assess general 
knowledge and understanding rather than higher-level thinking skills.  
In this case study, two tests were chosen because of their international 
validity in determining the language proficiency of the professors, in the case of 
MET; and language teaching pedagogy and content pedagogy in the TKT CLIL. 
The TKT CLIL was administered to seven professors who teach subjects in 
English. TKT CLIL test is an optional extension model of the teaching knowledge 
test. A sample of the test is presented in Appendix D. 
TKT CLIL tests knowledge of Content and Language Integrated Learning 
and concepts related to a CLIL approach. It tests knowledge about subject 
teaching in a target language and the learning, thinking and language skills 
which are developed across different curriculum subjects. It tests knowledge 
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of how to plan lessons as well as knowledge of activities and resources 
used to support a CLIL approach. It also tests knowledge of teaching 
strategies and how assessment is carried out in CLIL contexts. (Teaching 
Knowledge Test (TKT) Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) 
handbook for teachers). 
This test examines four main areas about CLIL:  
● General knowledge of the approach. 
● Knowledge about the teaching, learning, thinking and language skills. 
● How to plan lessons and the kind of activities and resources used to support 
the approach.  
● Knowledge of strategies and assessment. 
A deeper description of each area of the examination is presented in 
Appendix E.   
TKT CLIL test contains 80 questions and was to be answered in 80 minutes 
(one hour and twenty minutes). This test aims to examine professors’ knowledge of 
concepts related to a CLIL approach and knowledge of the practice of planning, 
teaching and assessing curriculum subjects taught in a second or foreign 
language. The TKT CLIL test ranks the candidates in four bands: band 1, band 2, 
band 3 and band 4. The following chart contains information regarding the 





Indicators of percentage scores to bands in TKT 
Band Indicators % 
1 Limited knowledge of TKT of content areas 0 – 25% 
2 Basic but systematic knowledge of TKT content areas 26 – 56% 
3 Breadth and depth knowledge of TKT content areas 57 – 80% 
4 Extensive knowledge of TKT content areas 81 – 100 % 
 
Additionally, the MET test was administered to six professors in the 
program. This is an international examination designed and scored by the 
University of Michigan English Language Institute. It assesses general English 
language proficiency in social, educational, and workplace contexts. The MET 
consists of three parts: MET Listening, Reading and Grammar, MET Speaking and 
MET Writing. 
The first part is the Listening, Grammar and Reading test which consists of 
135 multiple-choice questions in two sections: 
Section I: Listening (approximately 45 minutes). 60 questions assessing the 
ability to understand conversations and talks in social, educational, and workplace 
contexts. Section II: Grammar and Reading (90 minutes). 25 questions testing a 
variety of grammar structures.50 reading questions assessing the ability to 
understand a variety of texts in social, educational, and workplace contexts. The 
vocabulary is assessed in the listening and reading sections. 
The second part is MET speaking. This part measures the test taker’s ability 
to communicate comprehensible discourse in response to five tasks in which the 
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examinee must describe a picture, talk about a personal experience, give an 
opinion and express the advantages and disadvantages of a particular situation. 
This part takes approximately 10 minutes.The description of the tasks are the 
following: 
● Task 1: The test taker describes a picture. 
● Task 2: The test taker talks about a personal experience on a topic related 
to what is seen in the picture. 
● Task 3: The test taker gives a personal opinion about a topic related to the 
picture. 
● Task 4: The test taker is presented with a situation and will have to explain 
some advantages and disadvantages related to that situation. 
● Task 5: The test taker is asked to give an opinion on a new topic and to try 
to convince the examiner to agree with the idea. 
The fourth part is MET writing. This part intends to assess the test taker’s 
ability to write texts in English in at the sentence level, the paragraph level and a 
short essay. The MET writing requires the test taker to develop two tasks: In the 
first task, the test taker must answer three questions to connect ideas together. In 




The MET writing takes 45 minutes to complete. It is evaluated based on the 
range of vocabulary, connection of ideas, grammatical accuracy and use of 
mechanics. 
Table 8.  
MET: Scores and the levels in each section 
Sections Scores Level (CEFR) 
Listening, grammar-reading and interview 39 or below   A2 
Listening, grammar-reading and interview 40-52   B1 
Listening, grammar-reading and interview 53-63   B2 
Listening, grammar-reading and interview 64 and above   C1 
(Source: Cambridge Michigan Language Assessment CaMLA) 
 
For a deeper description of each level in the three components check Appendix F.  
 
Six professors (out of seven) took the MET test. The first section of the test 
(Listening, Grammar and Reading) of the test was given by The Centro Colombo 
Americano de Cartagena in 2014 and the second section (Speaking) was done in 
2015. The Writing section was not done. Professor 1 does not have any results. 
3.4.4 Surveys or questionnaires 
They are the most commonly used techniques in educational research. 
Their purpose is “to obtain a snapshot of conditions, attitudes, and/or events at a 
single point in time” (Nunan, 1992). Researchers administer them to a sample of a 
population in order to learn about their attitudes, behaviors, thoughts or beliefs. 
“The survey is the preferred method if the researcher wishes to obtain a small 
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amount of information from a large number of subjects” (Marshall &Rossman, 
1994).  
Checklists and rating scales are used in surveys. These devices help 
simplify and quantify people's behaviors and attitudes. A checklist is a list of 
behaviors, characteristics, or other data that the researcher is looking for. Also a 
rating scale is useful when a behavior needs to be evaluated on a continuum. They 
are also known as Likert scales (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001).  
There are several advantages of administering surveys, especially when 
gathering data from a large population. They are easy instruments to be used even 
when there is a large number of people to reach. Another advantage is that some 
people feel more comfortable to express their opinions when responding a survey 
than in an interview. Surveys reduce sampling error and sampling bias because 
the same questions are asked to all respondents (Finn & Jacobson, 2008). A 
disadvantage is that some respondents may not answer the survey completely 
resulting in low responses rates and due to the lack of contact of the researcher 
with respondents; the researcher never knows who really completed the survey.  
We considered using surveys since they are a fast way to obtain information 
from a large population. Students always offer valuable information to researchers 
in the field of education. A sample of students from the program was taken from 
the total population. First, a pilot testing of the survey was applied to a group of 
students that take several classes in English and represent our intended sample. 
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The purpose of piloting was to make sure that everyone in our sample understands 
the questions and in the same way. Also, this piloting enables us to know if the 
questions were appropriate to gather data about professors’ practices and how 
long it takes the learners to complete the survey in real time.  
We paid attention to instances when respondents ask for clarification. Two 
questions were improved because some concepts were not clearly stated and 
some students asked for clarification during the piloting.  
Following the piloting testing of our survey, 242 students of the program 
were asked to complete it. This number was calculated through the Estimation and 
sample size determination for finite population formula. 
The survey aimed to determine the students’ perceptions of the 
methodology that professors use to develop their classes taught in English in the 
program. The students who completed the survey belong to all the semesters 
except the first one because they have not taken any classes in English. It was 
conducted in Spanish to assure a better understanding of each item and more 
trustfulness of the results.  
The survey consists of 29 items adapted from the SIOP observational 
checklist which are expressed in terms of actions that a CBI professor must 
develop in the class. In those 29 items, the students had to mark one of the five 
choices in each item: 1. None (no professors), 2.A few (professors), 3.Some 
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(professors), 4. Many (professors) and 5. All (the professors). See Appendix G. for 
a sample of the survey administered to the students.  
Additionally, the questions in the survey are grouped in seven components 
all addressing teachers’ practices.  Lesson preparation is the first component. It 
focuses on the presentation, development and revision of the objectives of the 
class, content and language objectives. Development of activities and use of the 
materials is the second component of the survey; it seeks to know if the professors 
use supplementary materials in their classes and if the activities are significant and 
integrate reading, listening, writing and speaking skills. The third component is 
Building background; it attempts to evaluate if teachers connect background 
knowledge to new knowledge and the way new vocabulary is introduced.  While 
the fourth is about Comprehensible input and identifies if professors use 
techniques to make concepts and explanations more clear. Component five is 
Strategies; it aims to know how much these are used in the class. Then, 
component six, Interaction and motivation, it determines the kind of interactions 
promoted by the professors in class (students-students and/or teacher- student). 
Lastly, component seven, Review and assessment, it checks the amount of 
feedback that the professors give to their students and if they review concepts and 




Triangulation is a technique where two or more data collection instruments 
are used to compare information obtained from different sources, especially in the 
studies of some aspects of human behavior. By triangulating data, the researcher 
attempts to provide “a confluence of evidence that breeds credibility” (Eisner, 1991, 
p. 110). Through this, the researcher can corroborate if data matches or not, giving 
more validity to results. Triangulation helps the researcher “guard against the 
accusation that a study's findings are simply an artifact of a single method, a single 
source, or a single investigator’s bias” (Ho, 2008, p. 64).  
We used several instruments from where data is triangulated, they are: 
focus group, observations, tests and surveys. This helps us explain the results of 
this research project more deeply. The following table summarizes the techniques 
we used in the study and the purpose and objective of using each one.  
Table 9.  
Summary of data collection  
 
Technique Purpose Objective 
Focus group to 
teachers 
To know in a direct way about the 
professors’ views and perceptions of CBI 
and methodology they use in their classes.  
To characterise the CBI methodological competences that 
the professors need to teach subjects in English. 
Focus group to 
students 
To know students perceptions about their 
learning process with subjects in English.  
To characterise the CBI methodological competences that 
the professors need to teach subjects in English. 
To describe the English proficiency level of the professors. 
Class 
observation 
To see how professors deal with CBI 
methodology during the instruction.  
To characterise the CBI methodological competences that 
the professors need to teach subjects in English.  






TKT CLIL. To get information regarding 
professors’ knowledge of concepts related 
to a CLIL approach and knowledge of the 
practice of planning, teaching and 
assessing curriculum subjects taught in a 
second or foreign language.  
To describe the English proficiency level of the professors. 
To characterise the CBI methodological competences that 
the professors need to teach subjects in English. 
MET. To know professors’ English 
language proficiency in social, educational 
and workplace contexts. 
To describe the English proficiency level of the professors. 
Survey To gather information about students’ 
perceptions of the methodology that 
professors use to develop their classes 
taught in English.  
To characterise the CBI methodological competences that 
the professors need to teach subjects in English. 
 
3.6 Data collection analysis 
After collecting data, the analysis of this data is essential to ensure that we 
have enough relevant information to make comparisons and examination. Data has 
to be processed and analyzed “in accordance with the outline laid down for the 
purpose at the time of developing the research plan”; it implies “editing, coding, 
classification and tabulation of collected data so that they are amenable to 
analysis” (Kothari, 2004, p. 122)  
Different operations were done with the information obtained to be able to 
analyzed it. First, we had to codify the information for the analysis. We assigned 
each professor a number so we do not use their names in the analysis. The 
professors selected for the study are called professor 1, professor 2, professor 3, 
professor 4, professor 5, professor 6 and professor 7 in the analysis and the 
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results. We also codify questions of the survey and the observation instrument 
when tabulating data.  
The analysis of the focus groups was done based on the information 
provided by the students and professors that participated in the interviews. We 
transcribed their answers to the questions of the interview session, then analyzed 
them reaching conclusions that relate to the research objectives.  
For each of the observations done, we checked that all the answers were 
complete reporting a score for each question. We also read the information that 
was written by the observers in the spaces provided for qualitative data and listen 
to the recordings to make comparisons with the scores reported. Then, we 
calculated an average score of the results obtained in each question for all the 
professors. This information was tabulated and represented in a general line graph. 
Six individual line graphs were done later, one for each of the six professors with 
the results of each professor’s observations. A descriptive analysis reaching 
conclusions was done for each of the graphs. 
The analysis of the tests was based on the results reported by the same 
test. In the MET test, as it was explained in the data collection techniques’ 
description, professors were assigned an English language proficiency level 
according to the scale offered by the CEFRL, from A2 to C1. Results of all the 
professors’ tests were organized and represented in a table by skills (Listening, 
Reading/Grammar and Speaking). Then, we made an analysis of what each level 
67"
"
means in terms of the professors’ ability in three domains of the language following 
the CEFRL description chart for the classification in levels and skills.  We do not 
have results of the writing skill since the writing test was not administered.  
The results obtained from the TKT CLIL were also tabulated and 
represented in bar graphs. Two bar graphs were done. The first, is a general one 
that represents the total score obtained by each professor in bands from one to 
four, being band four the ideal for a professor who teach subject-matter classes in 
English. But, in that first graph, we could see the bands for each of the professors 
and not the lacks they have regarding the four areas of knowledge that the test 
tested. For this reason we did a second graph that represents the results of the 
professors in the four specific areas of CLIL teaching knowledge. This last graph 
allowed us to made an analysis of points for teacher development in CBI/CLIL 
competences.   
Data collected from students’ surveys was revised to check for completion. Then, 
we tabulated data and made a general graph with the results of the 29 questions or 
items. A description with the results of each of the items in the survey was done.   
Since the survey contains seven components of best professors’ practices, 
results of the 29 items were explained by components to have a clear view of what 
competences professors already have or not. Therefore, one graph for each 
component was done with the total score percentage of the items corresponding to 
each component. Results in each components’ graphs were interpreted and 
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analysed from the illustration of high and low results and the matching or 
mismatching points of the professors’ practices. A descriptive analysis was written 
reaching conclusions of the best professors’ practices and practices that need 
development for professors to be able to teach content classes in English.  
Lastly, a contrast in the perceptions of students from second to fourth 
semester and the perceptions of students from fifth to tenth semester was 
observed. Results from the former pointed out higher percentages, while results 
from the latter evidenced lower percentages. Accordingly, two more graphs were 
done with the results from students’ surveys. One graph corresponds to the results 
of students from second to fourth semester and another graph with the results of 
the students from fifth to tenth semester. The difference on students’ perceptions of 
their teachers’ practices led us to analyze the results in terms of students from the 
new program and students from the previous program.  
3.7 Limitations of the study 
● Observations: 12 observations were carried out on an average of two 
observations per teacher. In some cases, just one observation could be 
done and in one case, the teacher could not be observed.  More 




● Time: The volume of data required in case studies makes analysis and 
interpretation time consuming. Therefore, results can be more difficult and 
time consuming to characterize in a visual way. 
● The writing section of the MET: This section was not included in the 
proficiency test that was administered to teachers.  It is evident that CBI 
teachers should be competent in writing thus the results of the Writing MET 





This chapter shows the resulting data gathered through the development of 
this research project. As it was mentioned in the methodology chapter, the 
instruments and techniques used to get these results are focus groups to teachers 
and students, surveys to students, the TKT CLIL test, the MET test and class 
observations. 
4.1 Focus groups 
Two focus groups were carried out, one for professors and one for students. 
The focus group for professors aimed at gathering data about the knowledge 
professors had about the CBI approach and to know how they taught the subject-
matter classes in English. The main objective for the focus groups to students was 
to know their perceptions regarding their experiences in classes taught in English. 
4.1.1 Focus group with professors 
 During the session, professors were motivated to participate in the 
discussion. They demonstrate commitment with their classes as they all expressed 
that they use a variety of techniques to make their classes meaningful to students 
aiming to encourage them to learn the content and improve their language skills. 
Eventhough, it is evident that they do not agree in the models they must use to 
develop their classes in English, due to the varied responses in this topic. The 
71"
"
professors expressed that they use different models to teach subjects in English 
but not a specific one. Some of them claim to be constructivist while others say 
they use the Communicative approach to teach the subjects in English. Some 
professors pointed out that they do not based their teaching on any methodological 
approach.  
Professor 4: “Para mis clases, yo basicamente uso el enfoque 
comunicativo, tratando de integrar las cuatro habilidades en el desarrollo de 
cada actividad que los muchachos deben hacer…” 
Professor 2: “Bueno, ehh. Estoy de acuerdo con Professor 4, mis clases se 
fundamentan en el enfoque comunicativo y para las actividades o tareas 
usamos task-based instruction, ehh... que hace que los estudiantes vean 
esos tasks de manera significativa…” 
Professor 6: “el constructivismo es la base de mis clases, la idea es hacer 
que los muchachos construyan sus propios saberes a partir de sus propias 
experiencias y las actividades que se desarrollan en el aula...” 
Professor 7: “El enfoque comunicativo es definitivamente lo que apoya mis 
clases…” 
Professor 3: “Al hablar de enseñanza por contenidos, podría decir que no 
tengo claro el enfoque usado para este tipo de metodología…” 
 
In terms of benefits and drawbacks the students face in content classes 
taught in English, the professors highlighted that the main benefits in this kind of 
classes is that students learn new vocabulary related to their field of interest and 
that students practice their language in class. On the other hand, the professors 
also pointed out some difficulties in the development of the classes. They claimed 
that students are usually reluctant to read, as a consequence, they believe that 
students lack reading strategies and skills and this factor hinders their reading 
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comprehension and affects the whole process of learning. Another drawback is the 
students’ low English proficiency level; According to the professors, this problem is 
evidenced in the poor quality of the participation of the students in class. 
Professor 2: “...Pienso que el beneficio más importante para los estudiantes 
es el hecho de que ellos practican y mejoran el inglés que traen del Centro 
Colombo americano… y con relación a las dificultades… creo que es que 
los estudiantes no les gusta leer y esto atrasa el proceso…” 
Professor 5: “Sí, los estudiantes tienen la oportunidad de practicar su inglés 
y adquieren lenguaje académico y aprenden vocabulario nuevo relacionado 
con su carrera…” 
Professor 1: “Una de las mayores dificultades que enfrentan algunos 
estudiantes es su bajo nivel de inglés, esto les dificulta entender y participar 
en clase” 
Regarding the methodology that professors use in content classes taught in 
English, the professors claimed that they do not establish any difference between 
the classes they teach in Spanish and the ones they develop in English, the only 
difference is the language of instruction. This means that they do not plan their 
classes determining language objectives, they only set content objectives because 
they take for granted that the students learn the language automatically. 
Professor 2: “La única diferencia en clases en español e inglés es el idioma, 
las enseño de la misma manera…” 
Professor 6: “La verdad… ehhh, no hago énfasis en la lengua, solo se usa 
el Inglés para comunicarse con los estudiantes y dar la clase…” 
Professor 1: “No escribo objetivos de lengua, solo de los temas de la clase” 
 
Another topic discussed in the focus group was the knowledge that the 
professors have about CBI/CLIL approach and how much of it they use in their 
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classes. All of the professors mentioned that they did not know much about this 
methodology and as expected, they do not teach their classes in response to this, 
but they manifested that they are interested in knowing more about this approach 
and how to apply it in their classes. 
Professor 4: “para ser honesto, no tengo muy claro el enfoque CBI o CLIL y 
por ende pienso que no la uso en mis clases… ehhh, bueno tal vez si, sin 
darme cuenta. Algo debe haber de CBI o CLIL, las clases se hacen en 
Inglés y los estudiantes aprenden” 
Professor 7: “Sé que es CBI o CLIL, sin embargo no tengo claridad de su 
correcta aplicación en clase… me gustaría conocer más sobre este 
enfoque. Considero que lo necesitamos para mejorar nuestra metodología.” 
 
4.1.2 Focus group with students 
Students expressed that the subject-matter classes are usually taught in English 
and that the English level of proficiency of their professors is excellent, but they also 
said that professors make more emphasis in the teaching of content rather than in the 
language. They neither feel that there is an emphasis in the language during the 
instruction, nor a balance between content and language objectives. Students stated 
that teachers rarely pay attention to the language and that they incidentally correct their 
language mistakes. Also, that they only evaluate the content in the exams. 
Student 4: “La verdad es que las clases se dictan casi siempre en inglés, se usa 
español para despejar dudas y esas cosas. En cuanto a los exámenes, los 
profesores no corrigen mucho el Inglés, evalúan más los temas de la clase…”  
Student 7: Los profesores dan sus clases en inglés, este… ehhh unos pocos 
corrigen si uno se equivoca, no todos. En los exámenes lo importante es que 
uno diga los temas que enseñó…” 
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Students pointed out that the methodology professors use in the content classes 
taught in English is not different from the classes in Spanish. They consider that 
classes are all usually teacher-centered. Thus, there is not a specific methodology to 
teach the classes in English. Moreover, students expressed that teachers do not state 
the objectives of the class, neither the content nor the language objectives. This means, 
teachers are not using good practices to prepare and deliver their lessons as it is 
highlighted in the SIOP model.  
Student 1: “Las clases que hemos tenido en inglés prácticamente se dan igual a 
las clases en Español, lo único que es diferente es el idioma. Los profesores 
algunas veces nos dicen el objetivo de los temas, pero de Inglés no…” 
Student 5: “Rara vez los profesores nos corrigen si cometemos errores en 
Inglés, solo cuando es muy grave, yo creo que lo más importante es que 
sepamos de lo que estamos hablando, osea, del tema” 
Student 9: “...Unos si le ponen atención al inglés, otro no, pero se le pone más 
atención a los temas…” 
 
The main difficulty that students face when attending their content classes is 
related to the focus of this study. Students said that not all of them have the same 
English level, there are mixed ability levels in the classes, most of them have a low 
English level and are struggling with the reading and comprehension of texts assigned 
by the teachers in English. Few of them participate in class because of the lack of 
ability they have to produce comprehensive speech in response to a topic. However, 




Student 7: “...yo creo que el problema más grande es que algunos de nosotros 
no se sienten seguros de hablar en clase porque les da miedo equivocarse y es 
porque algunos tienen…. o tenemos un nivel de inglés un poco bajo…” 
Student 3: “...escribir y leer en inglés es lo más difícil. Uno a veces lee pero no 
entiende todo y toca traducir y no es lo mismo…” 
Student 10: “...nos equivocamos bastante y nos da pena hablar, entonces no 
participamos mucho, los profesores son los que hablan más en clase…” 
 
Finally, students highlighted the language proficiency level of the professors, 
they mentioned that all the classes are taught in English and the professors make their 
biggest effort to help them understand the concepts and the instructions of the lesson. 
Student 4: “el nivel de inglés de los profesores en general el bueno, se les 
entiende muy bien y explican bien…” 
Student 2: “los profesores tienen muy buen inglés y es fácil entenderles. La 
mayoría de ellos también trabajan en el Colombo y enseñan inglés 
Student 8: “...los profesores explican bien y si no entendemos nos explican 
más…” 
 
4.2 Survey to students 
In this chapter, the data resulting from the survey is presented. Firstly, we 
analyze a general graph containing the information of the 29 items of this 
instrument. Secondly, we also interpret the same data divided in the seven 
components of the survey. Finally, we study and interpret the results in two big 
groups: one contains the information that the students from second to fourth 
semesters provided, and another that has the data from the students from sixth to 
tenth semesters aiming to identify the different views that this two groups of 
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students may have regarding the methodology that their professors use in content 
classes taught in English, taking into account that from second to fourth semester, 
some CBI pilots groups are being implemented. 
4.2.1 Analysis of the survey 
To start with, we present graph 1 which contains general information of the 
survey, we also show the average percentages of the 29 items in the survey. 
These items will allow us analyze each one in depth to identify strengths and/or 
areas of improvement in professors’ CBI competences. 
 
Graph 1. Survey to students results 
In graph 1, a general overview of the perceptions the students have in terms 
of methodology at the undergraduate English program is presented. We can 
observe that the professors’ speech is appropriate to the level of language 
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proficiency of the students. 41% of the students stated that their professors offer 
clear explanations of the academic tasks and provide them with opportunities of 
interaction and discussion in class.  
It is clear that a great number of students think that only some of the 
professors are developing their content classes taught in English in response to the 
methodological requirements of the CBI approach, we can also see that another 
group of learners pointed out that in some areas a few professors are fulfilling the 
principles of a CBI lesson. More importantly, it is observable that in all the items 
some students expressed that none of the professors develop their lessons 
following the guidelines of the aforementioned approach. (See the complete survey 
in appendix G) 
4.2.2. Analysis of the surveyfrom 2nd to 4th semester and from 6th to 
10th semester students 
Graph 2 contains the data that students from 2nd to 4th semester provided 




Graph 2. Perceptions of students from 2nd to 4th semester 
 
It is observable that this group of pre-service teachers has a more positive 
perception of the methodology used by their professors, compared to the students 
from 6th to 10th semester, in content classes at the program. In item 1, for 
instance, 33.2% of the students think that their professors show the language 
objectives at the beginning of each lesson. In terms of activities and materials, a 
great number of students point out that the professors develop such activities to 
integrate the language abilities. These students also have good references about 
strategies and assessment in general terms. On the other hand, a few students 
think that the methodology does not suit the principles of the CBI approach 
regarding class preparation, activities and materials, strategies and evaluation 
among others. 
One important consideration to keep in mind is that the students in second, 
third and fourth semesters may have a different experience to the rest of the 
students due to the implementation of an updated program that includes a new 
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subject called “Communication workshop” which has been structured in response 
to the demands of the CBI approach and the professors in charged of this subject 
have received training from a piloting teacher development course about the best 
practices in teaching content and language classes. 
 
Graph 3. Perceptions of students from 6th to 10th semester  
 
The students from 6th to 10th semester seem to have a more negative view 
of the methodological process in the program. In general, Most of the students 
believe that not many professors fulfill the actions needed in the CBI approach for 
this to be successful.  In the graph, we can observe that the survey contestants 
mark mainly none or a few professors in each of the components of the survey. For 
instance, more than 25% of the students claimed that a few professors present, 
discuss and review the language and content objectives; another example is that 
about the 30% of the students think that a few professors carry out an appropriate 
assessment process. On average, only about 6% of the students determined that 
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all professors develop actions in class in response to the CBI approach, which 
supports the negative perception that these students have in terms of the 
methodology their professors use in the program. 
It is worth mentioning that these students have seen their subjects in the 
previous study plan and started taking classes in English not in the second 
semester like the first group of students, but in the fifth semester and they have 
also had more professors and consequently more experience in the program. 
4.2.3 Analysis of the components of the survey 
 In order to offer a better explanation, we analyze the seven components of 
the survey in more detail. 
 
Graph 4. Students’ perceptions of Lesson preparation 
 
This component consists of six questions that aim to know what the pre 
service teachers think in terms of class preparation.  
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In the first item “Los docentes muestran los objetivos de la lengua al inicio 
de la clase” 16.5% of the students expressed that none of the professors show the 
language objectives at the beginning of the class. Also 28.1% thinks that only a few 
professors present the objectives in the first part of the lesson. At the same time, 
15.3% of the students pointed out that many professors show the objectives and a 
14% think that all of the professors do so. 
In item 2, “Los docentes explican los objetivos de la lengua a los 
estudiantes”, we can see that a 14.9% of the students stated that none of the 
professors explain the language objectives to students while a 26.4% suggested 
that a few professors do so. Equally, 28.9% marked the choice “many professors” 
and only 10.3% agreed that all of the professors give explanations regarding the 
language objectives at the beginning of each lesson. 
In item 3, “Los docentes repasan los objetivos de la lengua con los 
estudiantes” a 18.2% expressed that none of the professor does this, a 28.9% said 
that only a few professors fulfill this action, a 29.3% of the students expressed that 
some professors review the language objectives, a 16.9% thinks that many 
professors do this and only a 6.6% of the pre service teachers pointed out that all 
of the professors review the language objectives with them. 
In item 4, “Los docentes muestran los objetivos de contenido a los 
estudiantes”, only a 8.7% of the students had the perception that none of their 
professors present the content objectives at the beginning of each lesson while 
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more students (29.3%) stated that some professors present the content objectives 
to start a lesson. A 23.6% of the pre service teachers think that many professors 
complete this action and 14% of them suggested that all of the professors present 
the content objectives as a first step of the lesson. 
In item 5, “Los docentes explican los objetivos de contenido al inicio de la 
clase”, 9% of the students marked that none of the professors explain the content 
objectives in the first part of the lesson. 21% expressed that a few professors do it 
and a 36% of the survey respondent agreed that some professors actually give 
explanations of the content objectives. 22.3% stated that many professor do this 
and a 12.4% think that all of the professor do it. 
In item 6, “Los docentes repasan los objetivos de contenido con los 
estudiantes”, 11% of the students responded that none of the professors review 
the content objectives with them, 31% suggested that a few of their professors do 
this, a 34% of the students pointed out that some of the professor accomplish this 
item, a 16.9% think that many of their professor review the this kind of objectives 
and only a 7.4% agreed that all of the professors review the content objectives with 
them. 
 The resulting data from component one (class preparation) suggests that: 
● the professors at the undergraduate English program are making more 




● language objectives are not evolving from the lessons topics, it is evident 
that they are more a matter of incidental correction during the classes. 
● according to students, content objectives seem to guide teaching and 
learning in their classes. 
● in general terms, it is clear that not many professors are applying the 
principles of class preparation in Content based instruction since they 
are not balancing language and content objectives when planning their 
lessons, 
● however, in some items we can notice that there is a balance in the 
students’ opinions. This may be the result of the different experiences of 
second, third and fourth semester students of having the communication 
workshop subject that makes them to have a better attitude towards the 
methodology in class.  
● we also need to consider that the survey respondents have not had the 
same professors, for instance, eighth or ninth semester students have 





Graph 5. Students’ perceptions of the development of activities and use of the 
materials  
 
This area in the survey aims to determine the students’ perceptions in terms 
of the way professor develop activities and make use of materials in the lessons, 
which has six items (from item 7 to item 12) and in each one pre service teachers 
had to mark one of the five options presented. 
In item 7, “Los docentes usan material complementario para hacer la clase 
clara y significativa”, only a 4.5% of the students think that none of their professors 
use supplementary material to make a clear and meaningful class, a 19.8% of 
them agreed that a few professors fulfill this task, a 28.9% pointed out that some of 
the professors use this kind of materials in class, a significant 30.6% suggested 
that many professor do it and a 16.1% think that all of the professors do this. 
In item 8 “Los docentes realizan actividades significativas que integran 
conceptos de la lección con oportunidades para practicar la escritura del idioma”, 
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only 2.9% think that none of the professors do meaningful activities that integrate 
concepts with opportunities to practice the writing skill, 21.5% of the students 
expressed that a few professors offer opportunities to practice writing through the 
activities carried out in class, 28.5% said that some professors do this, a 31.4% 
agreed that many of the professors link activities in class with the opportunities to 
practice writing and a 15.7% expressed that all of them do so. 
In item 9, “Los docentes realizan actividades significativas que integran 
conceptos de la lección con oportunidades para practicar la lectura del idioma”, 
only 2.9% of the students marked that none of the professors do activities 
connected to the reading skill, a 17.4% thinks that a few of their professors do this 
kind of activities, 34.3% of the pre service teachers pointed out that some 
professors do this, 27.3% agreed that many professors apply this item in their 
classes and finally a 18.2% of the students suggested that all of the professors 
develop activities in order to practice reading in class. 
In Item 10, “Los docentes realizan actividades significativas que integran 
conceptos de la lección con oportunidades para practicar la escucha del idioma”, a 
11.2% of the students estimated that none of their professors do meaningful 
activities that integrate concepts of the lesson with opportunities to practice 
listening in classes, 25.2% think that a few professors comply with this kind of 
technique, 27.3% believe that some of their teachers do activities that provide 
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listening practice, 26% of the students pointed out that many professors do that 
kind of activity and 10.3% suggested that all of their professors do so. 
In item 11, “Los docentes realizan actividades significativas que integran 
conceptos de la lección con oportunidades para practicar el habla en el idioma”, 
4.1% of the students think that none of their professors do this kind of the activities 
to integrate concepts of the lesson with opportunities to practice speaking, 13.2% 
believes that a few of their professors integrate concepts with speaking practice, 
33.1% of the students pointed out that some of their professors do this, a 32.6% of 
them think that many of their professors fulfill this task and 16.9% of the students 
estimated that all of their professors do or have done this kind of activities. 
In item 12, “Los docents realizan actividades que integran todas las 
habilidades lingüísticas (ej: lectura, escritura, escucha y habla)”, 7% of the 
students think that none of their professors do activities to integrate the main skills, 
19% of them pointed out that a few professors fulfill this kind of activities, 30.2% 
stated that some professors integrate abilities through the activities they carry out 
in class, a 26.9% think that many professors do so and a 16.9% of the students 
expressed that all of the professors integrate the abilities in class. 
In component 2 (Development of activities and use of materials), we can 
observe that the students have a better perception compared to component 1 
(Lesson preparation) because the results show that: 
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● almost half of the students think that some or many professors involve the 
use of supplementary materials that support the lessons      
● at a high degree, professors develop activities that integrate concepts with 
opportunities to practice skills or integrate them.  
 
Graph 6. Students’ perceptions of building background 
 
This component has four items and aims to determine if the professors 
activate previous knowledge in order to acquire the new knowledge. 
In item 13 “Los docents conectan los conocimientos previos con nuevos 
conceptos”, we can see that 3.3% of the students think that none of the professors 
connect previous concepts with new ones, 13.6% of them pointed out that a few of 
their teachers keep in mind previous knowledge with the aim of learning the new 
ones, 31.4% agreed that some of their professor fulfill this requirement, 36% 




In item 14 “Los docentes conectan experiencias previas de los estudiantes 
con los nuevos conceptos”, 3.3% of the students believe that none of the professor 
in the program connect life experiences with new concepts, 21.1% think that a few 
professors do this, 32.2% marked that some professors make this transition, 30.2% 
pointed out that many professors do it and 13.2% of the students believe that all of 
the professors achieve this practice. 
“Los docentes presentan vocabulario clave” is item 15 and shows that 5.8% 
of the students think that none of their professors show key vocabulary in class, 
18.6 % of them believe that a few professor fulfill this, 33.1% suggested that some 
professors do it, 27.7% of the students pointed out that a few of their professor 
present key vocabulary and 14.9% of them considered that all of the professor do 
so. 
In item 16, “Los docents resaltan el vocabulario clave”, the survey shows 
that 3.7% of the students think that none of the professors highlight key 
vocabulary, 21.5% of them considered that a few professors comply with this, 
35.1% estimated that some of the professors highlight key vocabulary, 23.6% of 
the students assumed that their many of their professors do it and 16.1% believe 
that all the professors do it. 
To sum up component 3, it is clear that: 
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● most of the students consider that some professors connect previous 
knowledge with new concepts and highlight key vocabulary. Another 
group of students think that many professors do it.  
●  the “none” column has decreased while the “all” column has 
increased, this might mean that students estimate that more teachers 
are fulfilling the principles of CBI lessons, however, this could be 
done because the professors use their general knowledge of 
language teaching methodology. 
 
 
Graph 7. Students’ perceptions of comprehensible input  
 
This component uses three items to verify if the professors use techniques 




In item 17, “Los docentes usan una variedad de técnicas para hacer que los 
conceptos de contenido sean más claros”, 3.7% of the students believe that none 
of their professors use techniques in order to make the learning of the concepts 
easier, 9,9% of them think that a few of their professors do this, a 24.8% estimated 
that some professors complete this action, 39.3% of the students considered that 
many of their professors use this kind of techniques and 22.3% think that all of the 
professors do so. 
In item 18, “Los docentes usan el lenguaje apropiado para el nivel de 
proficiencia  del estudiante”, 1.7% of the students estimated that none of their 
professors use appropriate language according to their level of English, a 12.8% 
feels that a few of their professors take into account their language level to deliver 
the new concepts, a 24% believe that some of the professors do this, a 41.3% 
considered that a few of the professors are aware of this process and a 20.2% of 
them indicated that all of the professors do so. 
“Los docentes ofrecen explicaciones claras de las tareas académicas” is 
item 19 and shows the following information: 6.6% of the students suggested that 
none of the professors offers clear explanations of the academic tasks, a 16.9% 
believes that a few of their professors do it, 35.5% of the students think that some 
professors explain tasks clearly, a 29.8% pointed out that a few professors do it 
and a 11.2% marked that all of the professors do so.  
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In component 4, a great number of opinions focus on “some (professors)” 
and “many (professors)” in regards to taking into account the language level of 
students to develop content classes taught in English. This may mean that: 
● the professors are aware of the language competences of the 
students to be able to acquire the content and improve their level. 
● they adapt their lessons to suit the students’ language competences 
but again there is a must to agree on this process due to the different 
opinions students give. 
 
Graph 8.Students’ perceptions of the use of strategies 
 
This component contains three items which aim to identify whether the 
professors provide learners with strategies to make the learning of the content and 
language easier for them. 
In item 20 “Los docentes proven estrategias de aprendizaje a los 
estudiantes”, we can see that 5% of the students think that none of their professors 
provide them with learning strategies, 21.1% of the survey respondents indicated 
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that a few professor carry out this action, 33.5% believes that some professors do 
it, 31.8% of them expressed that many professors do this and 8.7% indicated that 
all the professors provide students with that kind of strategies. 
Item 21 indicates that “Los docentes utilizan técnicas para ayudar y apoyar 
al estudiante a comprender los nuevos conceptos”. We can see that 6.2% of the 
students expressed that none of their professors use techniques to support them to 
acquire new concepts, 19.4% believe that a few professors do this, likewise, 31% 
of them think that some of their professors do use this kind of techniques, 29.8% 
pointed out that many of the professor do it and 13.6% suggested that all of the 
professors fulfill this task. 
In item 22 “Los docentes utilizan diferentes tipos de preguntas que 
promueven habilidades de pensamiento. (Literales, analíticas e interpretativas)”, 
2.9% of the students stated that none of their professors use questions to promote 
thinking skills, 16.9% of them considered that a few of their professors do this, 
26.4% declared that some of the professors use this kind of questions to make 
students develop thinking skills, whereas, 36% of them believe that many of their 
professors do use questions to make them think, and 17.8% think that all of the 
professors do so. 
In component 5: Strategies, it is clear that: 
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●  the perceptions of the students towards the techniques used in class 
to develop thinking is positive; an important number of students think 
that many of their professors do use this kind of questions in class. 
●  students still find a proportion that consider that none or a few 
professors give ample opportunities to use language learning in 
class,which is a vital element in a CBI lesson. 
● students in a high degree believe that professors include scaffolding 
techniques that gradually release their responsibility in students’ 
learning. 
● students think that some professors promote critical thinking through 
the use of questions. 
Graph 9. Students’ perceptions of interaction and motivation 
 
This component is divided in three item and intends to determine if the 
professors promote interaction among students and motivate them to achieve the 
objectives of the class. 
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In item 23, “Los docentes ofrecen oportunidades de interacción y discusión 
entre docente/estudiante y estudiante/docente que promueven alcanzar los 
objetivos de la clase”, 1.7% of the students pointed out that none of their 
professors offer opportunities of interaction to achieve the goals of the class, 9.1% 
of them think that a few professors do this, 27.7% indicated that some of the 
professors complete this activity, 38% believes that many professor provide 
opportunities of interaction and 23.6% of the students marked that all of the 
professors do so. 
In item 24, “Los docentes utilizan actividades grupales que promueven 
alcanzar los objetivos de la clase” 7.4% of the students believe that none of the 
professors do group work to achieve the goals of the class, 15.7% of them think 
that a few professor apply this group work technique, 39.3% of them determined 
that some of the professors do this, 27.3% of them expressed that many professor 
fulfill this action and 10.3% of the students stated that all of the professors do it. 
In item 25, “Los docentes presentan actividades que le permiten al 
estudiante esta rmotivado durante el periodo de clase” 4.1% of the students think 
that none of their professors do activities to motivate them, 18.2% of them believe 
that a few professors do this, 39,7% of the students pointed out that some 
professors motivate them through the class activities, 24% of them think that many 
of their professors do this and 14% estimated that their professors do so. 
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To sum up component 6, it is relevant to highlight that: the perception of the 
students regarding interaction and motivation is more positive than in other areas. 
In the survey, the contestants think that: 
● some and/or many of the professors do create spaces for interaction 
and motivation in class, however, some other students still think that 
not all the professor do so. 
● there is an average of 14% of them that think that a small number of 
professors do activities to give them opportunities of interaction and 
motivation. Also an average of 5% of the students think that none of 
the professors understands that interaction and motivation are vital 
components of this kind of content and language instruction. 
● In a high degree, students believe that professors vary grouping 
configurations and allow them to work together. 
● most professors make their students to be engaged in class most of 
the time.  
 
Graph 10. Students’ perceptions on review and assessment 
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The four items in this components aim to know if the professors review and 
assess their students in order to achieve the proposed goals of the lessons. 
In item 26, “Los docentes hacen continua retroalimentación durante la 
clase”, 4.1% of the students think that none of their professors give them feedback 
in class, 18.2% pointed out that a few of them do it, 39.7% of the students 
suggested that some of the professors do any kind of activities for feedback, 24% 
of the survey contestant believe that many professors achieve this CBI requirement 
and 14% of the learners considered that all of the professors do this. 
In item 27, “Los docentes repasan el vocabulario clave de la lección al 
finalizar la clase”, 15.7% of the students determined that none of the professors 
review key vocabulary at the end of a class, 29.3% of them think that a few of the 
professors do this, 33.1% of the learners consider that some of the professors fulfill 
this principle of a CBI lesson, 16.1% of them said that many of the professors do 
this and 5.8% of the students believe that all of them do so. 
In item 28, “Los docentes repasan los conceptos de la lección al finalizar 
clase”, we find that 9.9% of the contestants think that none of the professors review 
key concepts at the end of the lesson, 33.5% considered that a small number do 
this, 31.4% of the students believe that some of the professors review concepts at 
the end of the lesson, 19.4% of them marked that many of the professor do this 
and 5.6% of them pointed out that all of the professors do so. 
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In item 29, “Los docentes revisan la comprensión y aprendizaje del 
estudiante antes de terminar la clase. (Revisión de objetivos propuestos)”, 15.3% 
of the survey contestant believe that none of the professors evaluates 
comprehension and learning at the end of a lesson, simultaneously, 24% of the 
them suggested that a few of the professors do this, at the same time, 37.6% 
considered that some of the professor check understanding and learning, 16.5% of 
them said that many of the professors do it and 6.6% expressed that all of the 
professors achieve this task. 
In component 7, review and assessment, there is a lot of work to do 
because an important number of students think that: 
● very few professors spend time and effort to review and/or evaluate 
their comprehension and learning at the end of each session.  
● additionally, it is important to highlight that the majority of students 
think that only some of the professors carry out this evaluation and 
review process. 
● most professors do not usually review language, content and key 
vocabulary to clarify confusing points of the lesson. 
● most professors do not regularly assess students’ comprehension 
during the classes, according to students. 
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4.3 TKT CLIL test  
The following graph shows the results of the seven professors of this study 
in the TKT CLIL test. 
 
Graph 11.Unicolombo professors’ TKT CLIL bands  
 
4.3.1 Interpretation of bands and scores. 
Regarding the bands, five professors were classified in band 3 and two 
professors in band 4. The scores go from 68.7% to 91.2%. 
According to the TKT CLIL test, the desirable level for in-service teachers 
and/or professors is band 4. The results of this test show that the professors who 
teach subject-matter in English at the Undergraduate English teaching program of 
Unicolombo mainly achieved band 3 which suggests that according to the test they 
have accurate and comprehensive knowledge of  CBI/CLIL methodology, however, 
a professor in band 4 demonstrates extensive knowledge which is the desirable 
band for a professor in an undergraduate English education program .  
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From the results of the TKT CLIL test, the areas that need improvement are 
basically lesson planning, the development of activities and the use of resources to 
support the approach and knowledge of strategies and assessment. 
4.3.2 Interpretation of the TKT CLIL components 
 
 
Graph 12.Unicolombo professors’ knowledge of TKT CLIL areas 
As it was mentioned in the methodology chapter, The TKT CLIL tests four 
parts: part 1: CLIL concepts, part 2: Lesson preparation, part 3: Lesson delivery 
and part 4: review and assessment. The following is the analysis of those four 
parts. 
● CLIL concepts: in general (84%) of the professors demonstrate extensive 
knowledge about CLIL concepts.   
● Lesson preparation (setting presenting goals, selecting materials, selecting 
texts, planning activities, etc): a (75.4%) of the professors have some 
knowledge about this tasks. Eventhough, this is not a desirable result for a 
professor who must balance the teaching of content and language.  
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● Lesson delivery: professors demonstrate a 53.7 % of management of the 
lesson delivery  which means that they do not might not be developing their 
content classes in English according to the principles of the CBI approach. 
This the one component that needs more attention and intervention due to 
the low result the professors achieved in this part.  
● Review and assessment:  the professors somehow know how to carry out 
this process but the there is a 22.9% that still needs to be achieved to 
guarantee the success of the implementation of CBI in the program. 
4.4 MET test 
 
Table 10 presents the results of the MET test taken by the professors that 
teach content classes in the foreign language. 
Table 10.  
Unicolombo professors’ English language level of proficiency  
 Listening Reading/Grammar Speaking 
Professor 1    
Professor 2 71(C1) 74(C1) 76(C1) 
Professor 3 71(C1) 62(B2) 72(C1) 
Professor 4 63(B2) 71(C1) 76(C1) 
Professor 5 76(C1) 74(C1) 80(C1) 
Professor 6 80(C1) 77(C1) 72(C1) 
Professor 7 63(B2) 59(B2) 80(C1) 
 
In general terms, the results of the MET test shows that most of the 
professors of the program demonstrate high competences in the language due to 
the great number of them that achieved a high level of competence in each skill 
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(C1). Therefore, the majority of the professors may be considered as “language 
experts” and  according to The council of Europe (2001) in The Common European 
Framework of References, these C1 professors  “ Can understand a wide range of 
demanding, longer texts, and recognize implicit meaning. Can express him/herself 
fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. Can 
use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional 
purposes....” (p. 24) 
However, the results of the MET test make evident that a few professors do 
not obtain the desirable proficiency level in some of the skills, for instance, 
professors 3 and 7 evidence sufficient knowledge about grammar and reading 
competence (B2). Professors 4 and 7 also show acceptable competences in the 
listening skill (B2). Nevertheless, all the professors make clear that they are 
proficient users of the language in the oral component of the test. All of them 
obtained C1. 
These results suggest that professors need opportunities to improve their 
competences in some areas to be able to fulfill the requirements that the CBI 
approach has in terms of language proficiency, and that this factor needs to be 
included in the development training course that this research project intends to 





4.5 Class observations 
"
Most of the professors were observed once or twice, and one graphic per 
professor represents each of the professors’ average score. The average score 
goes from one to four, being four the ideals score that a professor who teaches a 
subject-matter class should achieve. There are six graphs, since professor 7 could 
not be observed. 
Graph 13. Professor’s 1 class observation score 
In the observations of professor 1, we could observe that he/she obtained 
low scores in some of the items. In items one, two, four, 20 and 24, he/she 
obtained almost the lowest score in the observation checklist. This means that: 
• the professor delivered content concepts that are appropriate for the 
age and educational background level of students.  
● this professor did not always define, display or review the objectives 
of the classes with her/his students.  
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● he/she rarely used supplementary materials to support the 
development of the classes.  
● he/she needs more attention in the lesson preparation component. 
● professor 1 provided few hands-on materials and/or manipulative for 
students to practice using new content knowledge.  
● he/she provided to the students, content and language activities, as 
well as activities that integrate all language skills (reading, writing, 
listening, and speaking) but not in all the classes.  
● that language objectives are not stated neither supported by 
professor 1. 
● the professor made more emphasis in the content rather than in the 
language in the classes observed.  
● none of the scores reach the highest result.  
● in general, according to the observations, most of the practices of 





Graph 14. Professor’s 2 class observation score  
 
In the observations conducted to professor 2, we witnessed a range of 
percentages different from the ones observed with professor 1. In this case, he/she 
demonstrated some good practices as he/she obtained the maximum score for 
some items. That is: 
● professor 2 maintained an appropriate speech for students’ 
proficiency level; he/she uses a rate, enunciation, and simple 
sentences that are appropriate for students level.  
● he/she provided activities for students to apply content and language 
knowledge in the classroom.  
On the other hand, the graph shows several items with a low score; they 
correspond to items two, five, 16, 23 and 28.Then this means that: 




● he/she did not use texts that are adapted to the different levels of 
his/her students. 
● he/she did not offer frequent opportunities for interaction and 
discussion between teacher/students and among students.  
● content objectives are not clearly supported by lesson delivery. 
● there was no a comprehensive review of concepts to wrap up the 
lessons. Therefore, according to the class observations, professor 2 
needs improvement in most of his/her practices to be able to teach 
content classes in English.  
 
Graph 15. Professor’s 3 class observation score 
 
After observing professor 3, we can conclude that: 
● he/she demonstrated some good practices of lesson preparation as 
he/she most of the times defined content and language objectives for 
the class but does not always reviewed them with the students.  
● he/she sometimes helped students build their background when 
making links between past learning. 
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● he/she never linked concepts to students’ background experiences 
and new concepts. 
● most of the time he/she used an appropriate speech for students’ 
proficiency level. 
● he/she does not provide students with opportunities to use learning 
strategies or strategies that promote higher-order thinking skills.  
● professor 3 did not organize group activities that support the 
language nor the content objectives.  
● he/she did not provide to his/her students any hands-on materials 
and/or manipulative that allow them use new content knowledge. 
● key vocabulary  is not always introduced neither emphasized by the 
professor. 
● he/she  lack  strategies to support students learning and to assess 
students’ comprehension and learning of lesson objectives.  
 
Graph 16. Professor’s 4 class observation score  
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The observation done to professor 4 shows that his/her methodology in 
content and language classes is not well balanced because: 
● he/she did not define the language objectives for the lesson, 
therefore, this language objectives were not evidenced in the 
development of the lessons. 
● neither did he/she supply the students with supplementary or hand on 
materials.  
● in a content based lesson, it is important to do activities in groups but 
professor 4 did not plan any tasks to be done this way.  
● he/she did not make much emphasis on key vocabulary. 
● he/she did not give feedback to students when needed. 
Good findings in the observations of professor 4 were that: 
● in a high degree the content concepts were appropriate and linked to 
the age and the educational background of the students. 
●  he /she adjusted his/her speech and the pacing of the lesson to their 
proficiency level to clearly explain the high order thinking skill tasks 




Graph 17. Professor’s 5 class observation score 
With professor 5, we can see a similar situation to the one of professor 4; 
some actions he/she carried out in the lessons observed were not coherent to a 
well-structured content and language class methodology, others show a 
connection with this kind of approach though. In the two classes we observed, 
professor 5 focused on the content because: 
● he/she mentioned the content objectives, however, he/she did not 
display or review them. 
● she/he did not define nor present the language objectives to the 
students and consequently, language was neither assessed nor 
corrected. 
On the other hand, 
● Professor 5 did not emphasize the vocabulary needed in the lesson. 
He/she did not offer students opportunities to clarify it in the L1.  
● the content was not adapted to the students’ levels of proficiency. 
Among the positive actions of professor 5 we can mention that:  
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● he/she made the content concepts appropriate and linked to the age 
and the educational background of the students and at the same 
time, 
● he /she adjusted his/her speech and the pacing of the lesson to their 
proficiency level. 
 
Graph 18. Professor’s 6 class observation score  
 
Professor 6, as the rest of the professors, shows a variety of indicators, 
some of them correspond to a CBI lesson and others do not respond to it. 
In the lessons observed we could notice that: 
● most of the activities proposed by the professor integrated all the skills 
making them more meaningful to students. 
● the key vocabulary was presented and reviewed at the end of the lesson 
and students could clarify key concepts using their mother tongue.  
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● the professor also used scaffolding techniques to assist and support 
students understanding and a number of questions and tasks to promote 
higher-order thinking skills. 
Nevertheless, some actions reflect a lack of knowledge of the application of 
well balanced content and language class, for example: 
● there was a total absence of demonstration of objectives.  
● professor 6 did not show or share neither the content nor the 
language objectives to the class.  
● he/she did not adapt the content to the students’ proficiency level.  
● the professor did not make use of any additional material that 
supports the theme. 
● he did not review or assess the content studied in the lesson. 
 




To conclude the results from class observations, we interpret a general 
graph, which shows average scores that represent the performance of professors 
in the lessons of content subjects taught in English.  
In general and according to the class observations the professors at the 
undergraduate English teaching program do not develop their classes according to 
the principles and components of the CBI approach due to their lack of knowledge 
of this kind of methodology. 
In regards to lesson preparation, we can observe that on average: 
● the professors do not plan their classes with the aim of balancing the 
teaching of content and language because the class observations 
revealed that they do not display nor explain the language and 
content objectives, therefore, these have to be inferred by the 
students in the development of the lesson.  
● the content concepts that the professors teach are not completely 
appropriate for the students’ age, educational background and levels 
of proficiency.  
● the professors also fail in the use of supplementary materials and the 
development of meaningful activities due to the fact that they provide 
little opportunities for language practice. 
The next component observed is building background. We can see that: 
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● the professors do not usually bear in mind the students’ background 
experiences when planning and teaching the classes and link the 
past learning with new concepts. 
● the professors do not emphasize key vocabulary for the students to 
see, remember and learn. 
● the professors do adapt their speech to the students’ proficiency level  
and this makes the explanation of academic tasks easy to follow by 
the students.  
● the professors do not use techniques to make content concept clear 
for example modeling, visuals, demonstrations, body language, etc. 
With respect to the strategies used in class, it was observed that: 
● the professors do not provide students with ample opportunities to 
use learning strategies, to interact and discuss and to clarify concepts 
in the L1 in order to encourage the elaboration of responses about 
the lesson concepts.  
● the class configuration used by the professors does not support the 
language and content objectives of the lesson. 
● the professors do not plan or propose activities aiming to integrate 
neither the skills (listening, speaking, writing and reading) nor 
language and content, instead, they develop them separately.  
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● the lack of hands-on materials and/or manipulatives is another issue 
that needs to be improved in the methodology professors use in their 
lessons. 
Due to the fact that the language and content objectives are not displayed, 
discussed nor reviewed, it is not clear whether the lesson delivery supports these 
objectives. On the contrary, the pacing used to deliver the lessons is coherent with 
the students’ ability levels and this factor makes students somehow engaged in 
class but passively. 
In terms of review and assessment, in general we can see that: 
● the professors do not use appropriate strategies to check students’ 
comprehension and learning of language and content. 
● the key vocabulary and content concepts are not reviewed. 
● regular feedback is not provided to students on their output. The 
following table summarizes the final percentages per professors from 
each observation. 
Table 11 
Professors’ observation scores 
 
Professors Observation 1 Observation 2 
Professor 1 42.5% 74.1% 
Professor 2 59.0% 66.6% 
Professor 3 34.5% 46.5% 
Professor 3 54.0%  
Professor 4 48.3%  
Professor 5 50.9% 52.0% 
Professor 6 57.3% 34.5% 
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4.6 Triangulation  
The results are analyzed taking into consideration data collected from the 
students’ and professors’ focus group, the survey to students, standardized tests 
and class observations. Data is compared to provide evidence that gives credibility 
to the study. Through triangulation we corroborate matching and mismatching 
points that give more validity to the results.  
As regards to the language proficiency of the professors, the students 
expressed on the focus group that they feel their professors have a good command 
of the language. Thus, they perceive their teachers are good language models for 
them. 
On the surveys to students, it is also evident that they feel their professors 
have an appropriate level of language proficiency since they believe that many of 
the professors take into account the students’ language level to make their classes 
comprehensible.  
As well as the students’ focus groups and surveys, the class observations 
evidenced that teachers provide good language models, maintain use of target 
language in the classroom, give explanations and instructions in English and use 
appropriate classroom language most of the time. However, there is not much 
more correction on the language of the students. In the case of the native speaker 
professor, he/she showed that he/she is able to monitor his own language and 
avoid unnecessary colloquialism and unnecessary idiomatic use.  
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The MET test shows that professors have a C1 level according to the CEF 
in most of the skills evaluated in the test, only three professors rank B2 in listening 
and/or in grammar.  
To sum up, the professors have and appropriate level of the language to be 
able to teach CBI lessons. However, there is a need to evaluate the writing 
component which was not evident in any of the data collection instrument. 
Regarding the lesson preparation, on the focus group, students stated that 
there was more emphasis on content than in language. However, neither content 
objectives nor language objectives were usually presented to them. On the focus 
group, professors accepted they do not plan language objectives in the content 
classes.  
On the surveys, students also claimed that a few professors define, explain 
and review language and content objectives, and in the same manner as 
expressed in the focus group they believe that more emphasis is given to content 
objectives.  
The TKT CLIL shows that in terms of lesson preparation, professors have a 
comprehensible and accurate level of knowledge of the approach. However, the 
class observations demonstrated that most of the teachers had not previously 
planned language and content objectives, thus, they did not presented, explained 
and reviewed them with students. 
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As regard to the knowledge of the theory that underlies CBI and its 
background knowledge, professors affirmed that they have little or no knowledge of 
CBI approach, nevertheless on the TKT CLIL the test showed extensive knowledge 
of the theory that underlies CBI and its background.  
In terms of building background students expressed, in the surveys, that just 
some of the professors connect past learning and new concepts. Accordingly, the 
class observations demonstrated that most of the professors do not bear in mind 
students’ background when preparing and teaching their lessons and there is not 
much emphasis on key vocabulary.  
In surveys to students as in the class observations there is evidence that 
some professors use learning strategies, scaffolding techniques and a variety of 
questions that promote higher order thinking. 
With reference to interaction in the classroom, the surveys and the class 
observations reported that there were few professors that provided opportunities 
for interaction and the class configuration did not enhance the support for language 
and content objectives.  
In relation to activities and materials, the students stated that in the focus 
group, that the class was a way to practice their English, but more use of authentic 
material is needed to provide more opportunities to mirror real contexts. However, 
there is a mismatch between what students expressed in the focus group and what 
was stated in the survey, because most of the students believe that professors use 
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materials that provide opportunities for the integration of the four communicative 
skills. On the other hand, the observers did not evidence much use of 
supplementary materials and there were few opportunities to practice language 
skills. Then the four language skills were not used in all of the classes, specially 
listening and writing.  
Concerning the lesson delivery, students said that there is not balance 
between content and language and that the same methodology that is used in 
Spanish classes is used in the English classes. So they believe that there is not a 
special methodology for the teaching of subject-matters in English. Professors also 
believe that they do not follow a CBI approach since students stated there was not 
a difference between the classes taught in English and the classes in Spanish. 
The TKT CLIL confirmed what students and teachers expressed in the focus 
group. The lesson delivery was the lowest score in this test. The observations also 
showed coherence with the focus groups and the TKT CLIL because professors 
have difficulties supporting language and content objectives. As a consequence, 
students were not engaged in class.  
Finally, the students expressed in the focus group that the correction of the 
language is incidental and there is no presence of review of key vocabulary and 
key content concepts. However, some teachers provided regular feedback to 
students’ production in class. 
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In the surveys, it is also evident that few professors spent time reviewing 
key concepts of the class, although, in the TKT CLIL they demonstrate a 
comprehensible and accurate knowledge of concepts in CLIL but the class 
observation showed that professors, in general, do not use appropriate strategies 
to assess and review the key concepts and vocabulary studied in the lessons.  
4.7 Discussion   
 
The present study corroborates what literature shows in regards to the 
artificial separation of content and language objectives in traditional classes 
(Brinton, Snow and Wesche, 1993, cited in Stryker & Leaver, 1997) since it 
demonstrates how some professors that teach subjects in English in a teacher 
education program lack the necessary competences to consciously integrate 
content and language objectives. It also evidences that professors need to make 
content comprehensible to students and in order to do this, they need to shelter the 
material (Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013).  
In this study, the English language proficiency of the professors was 
measured following the descriptors of the Common European Framework through 
an international validated test (MET). However, one of the main limitations was the 
absence of the MET writing test that could evidence how proficient these 




The present study builds on the suggested components of the SIOP model 
(Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2013) and it validates what research says about 
professional development and  CBI competences (Echavarria, Vogt & Short, 2008; 
Richards, 2010; Fandiño, 2013; Brunning and Purmann,2014). 
The use of different data collection instruments is a key factor to triangulate 
information that contributes to confirm the importance of teacher preparation in 
order to gain a deep understanding of content based instruction to implement it 
consistently and to a high degree. 
This dissertation shed lights to replicate the same study on professors that 
teach subjects in English of other programs at Unicolombo. It could also be used 
as an example to be reproduced in similar EFL contexts. 
Based on the literature review, this dissertation represents the most 
extensive reporting of CBI professors’ competences at an undergraduate English 
teaching program in Colombia to date. Although some studies have been carried 
out on CBI within English language teaching faculties in Colombia (Salcedo, 2010; 
Serna, 2011; Morales, 2011; Chavez, 2013), very little work has been done on 
identifying the linguistic and pedagogical competences that professors need to 




This chapter draws conclusions reached by this research along with the 
future research scope that can be derived from this study. Through this 
dissertation, it was possible to respond to the main question of the study: What CBI 
competences do professors need for teaching language and content and the 
integration of both in class at the undergraduate English teaching education 
program at Unicolombo? 
Two secondary research questions were also asked to give a structural 
answer to the main question:  
● What is the English proficiency level of the professors that teach subjects in 
English at the undergraduate English teaching education program at 
Unicolombo? 
● What CBI methodological competences do the faculty lack in order to be 
able to teach through a CBI approach at the undergraduate English teaching 
education program at Unicolombo? 
 
Considering the analyzed data the following conclusions have been drawn:  
Professors at Unicolombo need support to carry out an effective CBI 
approach that promotes the learning of language and content simultaneously. We 
might disaggregate these competences in two broad dimensions: 
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The first one is concerned with the language proficiencies that professors 
need to effectively teach subject-matter classes. Whereas the second one has to 
do with the pedagogical competences that are required to help students learn new 
content through the use of a target language.  
As regards to the language proficiency, professors prove to have a high 
command of the language since all of them are in a C1 level according to the 
results of the MET test, in consequence, the professors are able to teach content 
classes. However, there should be still more work on the language, especially in 
the use of adequate classroom language. It is also evident that they need more 
development in the appropriate selection of target language resources to provide 
more authentic texts to their students. Additionally, the professors need to be 
tested in their writing skills, since they must also have an appropriate command of 
this skill in order to report their findings in academic papers and to be a good 
example for students, since one of the professors concerns is that students are 
reluctant to read and write.  
The pedagogical competences dimension has been analyzed based on the 
eight components that the SIOP observation protocol proposes to apply the CBI 
approach consistently. These components are: lesson preparation, building 
background, comprehensible input, interaction, practice and application, lesson 
delivery and review & assessment. 
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In terms of lesson preparation, the professors at the undergraduate English 
teaching program must be able to: 
● understand the use of language in the subjects and provide the 
students with opportunities to practice with it.  
● use supplementary materials that help students understand the 
classes.  
● write lesson level language and content objectives in terms of 
students learning.  
● support content and language objectives during the class.  
 
In regards to building background, the professors must be able to: 
● link students’ experiences and existing knowledge with the content 
being learned and taught.  
● link past learning and new concepts.  
● teach and emphasize academic vocabulary. 
 
In relation to comprehensible input, they must: 
● make the content comprehensible through techniques such as the 
use of visual aids, modeling, demonstrations, graphic organizers, 
vocabulary previews, adapted texts, cooperative learning to promote 
students engagement in the classes.  
● use appropriate speech according to students’ proficiency level. 
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● make clear explanations of academic tasks for students to follow 
them appropriately. 
In terms of strategies to be used in a CBI lesson, the professors must:  
● help students to construct meaning and understand complex content 
from texts.  
● include techniques that preview the concepts of the class.  
● use different techniques to make content concepts clear. 
● scaffold students’ learning to help them reach the following level of 
development. 
 
With respect to interaction, it is necessary that professors: 
● use different grouping configurations to maximize the opportunity of 
interaction and integrate all language skills. 
● provide students with opportunities for interaction and discussion 
among all the participants in the lesson. 
● allow students clarify key concepts in L1 as needed. 
 
Concerning practice and application, it is required to: 
● use hands-on materials. 
● vary the kind of activities done in class for students to apply content 
and language knowledge. 
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● do activities that integrate all language skills (reading, writing, 
listening and speaking). 
 
In relation to lesson delivery, the professors have to:  
● promote students’ engagement. 
● support content and language objectives in the lesson. 
● adapt the pacing of the lesson to the students’ language level.  
 
About review and assessment, it is a must that the professors: 
● review and assess content and language objectives in every lesson. 
● use formative assessment. 
● provide regular feedback to students and, 
● use different alternatives of assessment. 
 
 As a final consideration, a teacher development program must be designed 
to suit the Unicolombo professors’ needs. This program would be supported by 
teacher collaboration, peer observation, study groups, the use of teaching 
portfolios, regular feedback, belonging to communities of practice, attendance of 
methodological workshops, classroom and action based research.  After and 
during implementing this teacher development program, more research should be 
done in order to see possible program and professors’ improvement in regards to 
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Focus groups’ questions 
 
QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS  
 
1. Describe the methodology you use to teach your Classes in English? 
2. What foreign language teaching approach do you use? 
3. What benefits/difficulties for your students do you find when teaching your 
classes? 
4. Regarding the methodology you use, is there any difference between the 
classes you teach in Spanish and English? 
5. Do you plan your lessons with content objectives, language objectives or 
both? 
6. How much do you know about CLIL/CBI? 
7. How much do you apply the principles of CLIL/CBI in your classes? 
 
 
QUESTIONS FOR STUDENTS  
 
1. Describe the Classes you attend in English? 
2. What difficulties do you find when attending your classes? 
3. Regarding the methodology your teachers use, is there any difference 
between the classes you attend in Spanish and English? 
4. Do teachers express content objectives, language objectives or both in 
your classes? 
5. Do you think you are reinforcing your language skills through the classes 











Class observation Schedule 
 
TWO WEEKS CLASS OBSERVATION SCHEDULE 
Date/Time 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
     
2:00P.M. 
History of Language 
Teaching 
    
Professor 1 








Professor 1 Professor 1 
Sede Los Mangos 
E104 








Lenguaje II Didactics I Communication II 
Naturaleza del 
Lenguaje V Communication III 
Professor 2 Professor 6 Professor 4 Professor 2 Professor 7 
4 vientos C206 4 vientos C206 Foco Rojo 4 vientos Foco Rojo 




J.López Observer: J.López 
 
Naturaleza del 
Lenguaje III Communication III 
  
Professor 2 Professor 3 
4 vientos C207 Foco Rojo 
Observer: C. 



















































































































MET Speaking test sample result 
"
